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Abstract
School violence is a global concern. Although divergent disciplines (i.e., counseling,
psychology, criminology, and sociology) have made efforts to address the concern, student
violence continues to occur in schools. Currently, threat assessments are widely supported and
utilized to prevent school violence by examining the contributing factors to a student’s
threatening communication or behaviors. The purpose of the present research was the initial
development of the Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA) to be
used by school personnel with existing threat assessment procedures in order to connect students
to counseling services. Several challenges were experienced during the research (i.e., COVID,
Hurricane Ida) that required a significant shift in the research questions and data analysis (i.e.,
from parametric to nonparametric analyses and a pilot study). A sample of 27 school personnel
(i.e., middle school teachers, principals, and school counselors) were the participants. The
ISVPA validity and reliability were assessed through qualitative and quantitative evaluations by
an expert panel, focus group, peer reviewers, and school personnel. The results for face and
content validity were limited. For the initial ISVPA reliability findings, correlations for 24 items
on the ISVPA frequency subscale (𝑟𝜏 = .50 - .85) and 27 items on the severity subscale (𝑟𝜏 = .50
- .83) were moderate to strong in strength and significant. Kendall’s tau-b correlations varied
from weak to very strong for internalizing problems (𝑟𝜏 = .23 - .84) and externalizing behaviors
(𝑟𝜏 = .37 - .92). However, correlations for extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .21 - .95) and lack of attachment
(𝑟𝜏 = .21 - .69) did not support reliability of the ISVPA. Further research is needed to establish
validity and reliability of the ISVPA.

xii

Keywords: Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment, ISVPA, instrument
development, school violence prevention, threat assessment
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Chapter I
Introduction
Chapter I includes an overview of the research that supports the development of a school
violence prevention instrument. The statement of the problem, purpose, and significance of the
research are included. In the next section, an outline is provided of the conceptual framework
used for the present research. Then, the research methods and questions, as well as the
limitations and delimitations are provided. Finally, the assumptions in the present research,
definition of terms, and a summary are provided.
Overview of the Research
School violence is a global concern in society and a national crisis in the United States
(Anderson & Sabia, 2018; McMahon, 2020). The term school violence was first noted in 1992 as
a way to describe a violent and aggressive act that occurred in a school (Furlong & Morrison,
2000). School violence is defined as “violent acts that disrupt learning and have a negative effect
on students, schools, and the broader community” (Centers for Disease Control [CDC], 2021,
para. 1). One of the first school violence incidents in the United States was in 1764, a shooting in
Pennsylvania, known as the Pontiac Rebellion School Massacre that resulted in approximately
11 deaths (i.e., reports vary; k12Academics, n.d.; Dixon, 2005). Very recently in May, 2022, a
school shooting occurred at a Texas Elementary School that resulted in 19 deaths of students and
two teachers (Chavez et al., 2022). Based on the Crime, Violence, Discipline, and Safety in U.S.
Public Schools: Findings from the School Survey on Crime and Safety: 2017-18 report, in one
academic year, roughly 962,300 violent incidents occurred nationally in schools, with 3,600
incidents involving a firearm or explosive device (Dilliberti et al., 2019). School violence
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incidents include shootings as well as bullying, cyber bullying, physical altercations, and gang
violence (CDC, 2021).
Societal fear and concern of school violence has led to various authoritative security
measures in schools (e.g., zero tolerance discipline policies) and laws (e.g., gun-free schools);
however, these efforts have been unsuccessful in preventing acts of school violence (Gaudiano &
Mitchell, 2017). Many authors believe that authoritative efforts have failed to address the
underlying problems or causal factors of school violence (Brooks, 2017; Cuellar & Theriot,
2017; Fisher, 2019; Reddy et al., 2001). As authoritative efforts have been ineffective, King and
Bracy (2019) recommended a shift to more proactive and preventative efforts. School
environments that proactively and effectively address problematic student behaviors through
prevention efforts can lead to positive school climates and decrease the escalation of school
violence (Cornell, 2020; King & Bracy, 2019). For example, the Comprehensive School Threat
Assessment Guidelines (CSTAG) is a preventative, threat assessment approach that utilizes early
detection of concern areas (e.g., bullying) and discourages the use of authoritative measures in
schools (Cornell, 2020). When factors that impact students are assessed, students could be
referred to counseling services, which could prevent school violence (National Association of
School Psychologist [NASP], 2002).
A major concern related to school violence is the impact on the mental health of children
and adolescents. According to Goodman-Scott et al. (2019), 80% of mental health concerns
occur during childhood. Children and adolescent’s environment and mental health are factors
that could increase the potential for school violence as well as students’ experiences of school
violence can impact their mental health. As students develop and their life experiences increase,
their internalizing problems (e.g., anxiety, depression, self-harm, and suicidal ideation; Malecki
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et al., 2015; Terzian et al., 2011; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000), externalizing behaviors (e.g.,
aggressive behavior and anger outbursts; Miller & Eisenberg, 1988; Willner et al., 2016),
extreme beliefs (i.e., beliefs that condone or rationalize school violence; Trip et al., 2019), and
lack of attachment with others (i.e., parents, peers, and school; Hirschi, 1969) can increase the
likelihood of students committing acts of school violence.
Although 45% of pre-K-12 students who were diagnosed with a mental health problem
underwent treatment, only 25% were shown to receive school-based treatment. Typical schoolbased counseling services use a reactive approach by targeting students at high risk who exhibit
externalizing behaviors (e.g., behavioral problems, breaking school rules), resulting in the
neglect of the remaining students, who may be experiencing internal problems (Gerald et al.,
2016; Goodman-Scott et al., 2019; Hoover et al., 2018; Nadeem et al., 2011; Santiago et al.,
2018) or lack of healthy attachment to others (Hirschi, 1969). Relevant research identified
internalizing and externalizing behaviors as important factors to consider in adolescent
psychopathology (Achenbach & Edlebrock, 1979; Miller & Eisenberg, 1988). In addition to
focusing on students who exhibit externalizing behaviors and who are at high risk of school
violence, taking a proactive approach to assess student factors; such as internalizing problems,
extreme beliefs, or lack of attachment could prevent school violence. Although school-based
counseling services are effective ways that benefit students, lack of training and knowledge of
the negative factors that impact students may inhibit school personnel in helping students (Everly
& Bienvenu, 2018). A proactive approach by school personnel needs to examine and assess the
less overt factors that impact students, which create internal struggles and negative beliefs of
students.
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Awareness of students’ behavioral and emotional health related to school violence has
increased in the last two decades. One approach to identifying students who may become violent
offenders is a psychological profile; however, a student profile for school violence is nonexistent
and is not recommended because a profile could lend to problematic outcomes (e.g., stigmatizing
students or creating bias; O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al., 2018). The utilization of terms related to
risk or at risk can be misused and possibly lead to profiling a student. Additionally, relevant
research has not supported this approach (Goodrum et al., 2018; O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al.,
2018). Schulte-Körne (2016) recommended general approaches to school violence; such as
mental health screenings, improvement in school climates, and teacher trainings on violence
prevention. Specifically, universal mental health screening (UMHS) assessments are used to
screen a group of students at certain times of the school year to address a specific concern (e.g.,
externalizing behaviors) or trend (e.g., absences) that is noticeable among all or groups of
students (Foster et al., 2005; Goodman-Scott et al., 2019; Rowling & Weist, 2004; Siceloff et al.,
2017). Although commonly utilized, UMHS assessments have limitations. UMHS assessments
require time in screening and scoring for every student to be included that can be a deterrent for
school personnel (Donohue et al., 2015).
In comparison to UMHS approaches that have a potential to profile a student based on
risk factors and label students as at risk, multitiered step approaches are the preferred method for
addressing school violence because they can be used as a proactive and preventative method to
addressing school violence (NASP, 2002, 2014). School district policies that utilize a multitiered
step approach, similar to a flow chart, has increased in the aftermath of school shootings (e.g.,
Columbine High School and Sandy Hook Elementary School; Cornell, 2007; NASP, 2002, 2014;
O’Toole, 2000; Vossekuil et al., 2002). The NASP (2014) recommended a series of three steps to
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employ threat assessment procedures in schools. The first step is to establish clear and specific
district policies and procedures for responding to a threat made by students, which include
identifying an evaluation protocol of a potential school violence offender. Ideally, an assessment
that analyzes underlying and contributing factors to violence could be used in conjunction with
existing multitiered threat assessments in order to provide a context outside the scope of the
immediate situation (i.e., after the threat is made by a student). The second step is to create an
interdisciplinary threat assessment team to collaboratively respond and examine threats made by
a student. Through incorporating team members from different disciplines and backgrounds
(e.g., principal, school counselor, and resource officer), biases can be reduced. Finally, the third
step relates to educating the school community (e.g., teachers, students, and personnel) of the
procedures and ways to increase a positive school climate.
Existing UMHS and multitiered approaches to violence prevention in schools are based
on each discipline’s research (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology), with a
linear focus on school violence. In the disciplines of criminology and psychology, two
commonly referred to threat assessments are the Virginia Model for Student Threat Assessment
and the Salem-Keizer Threat Assessment System (Cornell, 2007; Salem-Keizer School District,
n.d.; Van Dreal, 2011). Additionally, the National Center for School Mental Health (n.d.)
provided a list of commonly utilized UMHS assessments in counseling and psychology
disciplines (e.g., Systematic Screening for Behavior Disorders, Student Risk Screening Scale,
Behavior Assessment System for Children, and Resiliency Scales for Children and Adolescents).
However, screening assessments have the potential to profile a student as at risk negatively (i.e.,
by labeling student’s or through confirmation bias of student’s behaviors; O’Toole, 2000). Thus,
current assessment methods lack an interdisciplinary approach to proactively and
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comprehensively assessing the factors that impact a student without singling out a student as at
risk, as well as existing assessments do not assess for both the frequency and severity of the
factors that can impact a student (Borum, 2000; Canadian Institutes of Health Research [CIHR],
2005; Choi & Pak, 2006; Mayer & Jimerson, 2019; Reddy et al., 2001). Based on the concerns or
problems with a student that is being addressed with a UMHS tool (e.g., externalizing behaviors)
and the assessment method chosen, a student with other concerns or problems (e.g., internalizing
problems or less overt concerns) may be overlooked. Whereas, effectively identifying the
underlying and contributing factors (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing
behaviors, and lack of attachment) of student school violence from an interdisciplinary research
base could contribute to a preventative assessment. Ideally, the assessment could assist school
personnel in proactively connecting students to counseling services and needed support.
Problem Statement
According to the American Psychological Association (American Psychological
Association [APA], 2009), roughly half of children and adolescents will experience a traumatic
event (e.g., bullying, natural disaster, student suicide, and school shootings), with most of the
traumatic events occurring in a school environment. Mitchell et al. (2016) reported that 54% of
threats that occur in schools were made in person, 31% were made in person and through
technology, and 15% were made through technology. Although school violence prevention and
school safety efforts have increased following the 1999 Columbine High School shooting, school
violence remains an area of concern (Goforth, 2019). According to the NASP (2002, 2014), the
evaluation of a potential student offender in schools is one aspect to the overall threat assessment
process. Assessment and evaluation of potential school violence offenders is one method of
addressing the concern of school violence. However, when examining the frequency and severity
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of a student’s potential for school violence, current school violence assessments that are used
alongside existing threat assessment procedures are unilaterally focused and lack an
interdisciplinary approach (i.e., the process of synthesizing research across disciplines).
Purpose of the Research
Divergent disciplines (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology) have
made valiant attempts to address the phenomenon of student school violence (Mayer & Jimerson,
2019). However, most attempts have remained linear within each designated discipline that lacks
a cross-discipline or interdisciplinary analysis of how to address the concerns of school violence.
An interdisciplinary school violence preventative assessment could be used to examine the
contributing factors identified throughout the counseling, psychology, criminology, and
sociology literature that impact students who may commit violence. According to the CIHR
(2005) and Choi and Pak (2006), using an interdisciplinary research approach of analyzing and
synthesizing ideas across disciplines can create a comprehensive understanding of a topic. The
purpose of the present research was to develop an interdisciplinary school violence prevention
assessment that examines the frequency and severity of factors that impact a student (i.e.,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment). Ideally,
the proposed instrument could be used in conjunction with existing threat assessment procedures
to give background context (i.e., last 30 days) to possible problematic patterns. The background
context could assist with assessing the nature of a threat communicated and the negative factors
that have impacted a student. Using an instrument as proposed in the present research, school
personnel may be able to identify less obvious and underlying factors that impact students and
provide counseling services to decrease possible escalation of violence by a student (Reddy et
al., 2001).
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Significance of the Research
School violence is a global concern (Anderson & Sabia, 2018; Leuschner et al., 2011;
Leuschner et al., 2017; McMahon, 2020). Although existing assessments target specific and
individual components of school violence, such as in counseling, psychology, criminology, and
sociology (e.g., evaluation of a communicated threat; O’Toole, 2000), currently an
interdisciplinary (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology) approach to school
violence assessment is not available (Borum, 2000; Mayer & Jimerson, 2019; Reddy et al.,
2001). The use of psychological profiles that label a student as at risk has been deemed
inappropriate and a potentially harmful method when addressing school violence (Goodrum et
al., 2018; O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al., 2018). However, existing threat assessments are used to
evaluate a threat after the threat is communicated by a student. According to the NASP (2002,
2014), an evaluative tool to assess a potential offender of school violence is one component
needed in the overarching threat assessment process. An overarching need for an evaluative
assessment that addresses contributing factors of school violence is evident.
In the present research, the proposed instrument, Interdisciplinary School Violence
Prevention Assessment (ISVPA) could assist with assessing the background context of a
student’s internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of
attachment. The ISVPA could provide context within the last 30 days to identify factors that
have impacted a student and reasons why a threat is being expressed by the student. Whether a
threat is deemed transient (i.e., momentary or fleeting threat; Cornell, 2020) or substantive (i.e.,
concrete or significant threat; Cornell, 2020), the proposed instrument could also identify
underlying or contributing factors to violence found across four disciplines (i.e., counseling,
psychology, criminology, and sociology). Also, with the ISVPA, school personnel could better
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identify less obvious and underlying contributors of school violence (e.g., internal distress,
difficulty with emotional regulation, suicidal thoughts, depression, anxiety, extreme beliefs, lack
of attachment, and antisocial personality traits) and refer students to counseling services that
could assist students and likely decrease the overall escalation of violence (Reddy et al., 2001).
The proposed instrument could be used by school personnel in addition to existing threat
assessment procedures to proactively analyze the frequency and severity of a student’s
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment.
Conceptual Framework
A strong theoretical foundation is an important component when conceptualizing
research. A conceptual framework provides the context for interpreting the research findings
(Adom et al., 2018). For the present research, two prominent theories: Hirschi’s (1969) social
control theory (SCT) and Beck’s (1970) cognitive behavioral theory (CBT) were integrated to
provide the conceptual framework for the development of an interdisciplinary school violence
prevention assessment for students, the ISVPA. SCT and CBT have three similar elements that
include an individual’s thoughts, emotions, and behaviors.
Social Control Theory
In 1969, Hirschi developed SCT based on the sociology and criminology fields. His basic
view of human nature was that individuals rely on free will with choices and responsibilities,
which can result in negative or positive outcomes (Espelage & Hong, 2019; Kempf-Leonard &
Morris, 2017). For some individuals, their choices result in aggressive and criminal behaviors;
whereas conformity develops for others who socialize and abide by society’s rules (Espelage &
Hong, 2019; Hirschi, 1969). Individuals who have strong social bonds (Espelage & Hong, 2019)
are impacted by four components; attachment to others, commitment to conventional goals,
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involvement in conventional activities, and belief in conventional societal norms (Hirschi, 1969).
Hirschi asserted that when adolescents’ social bonds are weak or do not exist, they tend to
behave in violent ways. Adolescent violence can occur because all adolescents have free will.
Adolescents can choose not to be violent or delinquent because of their attachment with
others (i.e., parents, peers, and school), commitment to conventional goals, involvement in
conventional activities, and belief in conventional societal norms. One or more weakened bonds
in any of the four components increases the probability of delinquent or violent behaviors.
Adolescents’ attachment is “the extent to which a person [is bonded] to others” (e.g., parents,
peers, and school; Hirschi, 2002, p. 19). When adolescents have healthy attachment with others,
they are less likely to commit acts of violence for fear of the loss of respect and affection of
others (Costello, 2010). Adolescents’ attachment to parents is defined as is “[parental]
supervision,” “intimacy of communication…[and] affectional identification, love, and respect”
(Hirschi, 2002, pp. 89, 91). Attachment to peers includes adolescents’ positive and healthy
relationships that have a strong influence in preventing adolescent delinquent behaviors (Hirschi,
1969; Leuschner et al., 2017; McGloin & Thomas, 2019; Sommer et al., 2014; O’Toole, 2000).
Also, attachment to school is an adolescents’ “academic competence,” [positive] “attitudes
toward school,” and “concern for the opinion of teachers” (Hirschi, 2002, pp. 111, 129, 132).
Adolescents’ commitment, the second component to social bonds, is the “educational and
occupational aspirations…[that] limit one’s opportunities to commit delinquent acts” (Hirschi,
2002, p. 29). Conventional goals are “related to the aspiration of going to college and attaining a
high-status job” (Wiatrowski et al., 1981, p. 525) and are exhibited through academic
performance, expression of career or college goals, and employment when relevant (Cretacci et
al., 2018; Hirschi, 1969). Adolescents who invest time and effort in their future goals are less
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likely to commit violence (Hirschi, 1969; Seo et al., 2018). The third component to social bonds
is adolescents’ involvement (e.g., academics, sports, careers, or other activities), defined as the
“engrossment in conventional activities” (Hirschi 2002, p. 22). When adolescents are involved in
positive and productive activities that serve to further social bonds with family, friends, and
peers; they have limited or no time to be involved in violent behaviors.
Finally, adolescents’ belief, the last component to social bonds, is “the idea of a common
value system” when people conform to “the moral validity of the law” (Hirschi, 2002, pp. 26,
203). According to Hirschi (2002) “the less a person believes he should obey the rules, the more
likely he is to violate them” and the social bond is weakened (p. 26). When adolescents’ beliefs
are extreme, they have “profound convictions opposed to the fundamental values of society, the
laws of democracy and the universal human rights, advocating the supremacy of a certain group
(racial, religious, political, economic, social, etc.)” (Trip et al., 2019, p. 1); and they are more
likely to engage in violence (Hirschi, 1969). These four components of SCT interact and can
insulate adolescents from deviant behaviors, violence, and crimes (Siegel & McCormick, 2006).
Cognitive Behavioral Theory
During the same timeframe as Hirschi, Beck pioneered CBT (Beck, 1976, 2011; Beck &
Miller, 2012). Similar to SCT and one of the primary tenants of CBT is that individuals have
thoughts (i.e., beliefs) that directly influence their emotions and behaviors (Don et al., 2019;
King & Boswell, 2019). CBT emphasizes the triangulation of emotions with beliefs and
behaviors that recognizes the role of negative emotions and how negative emotions can
contribute to distress (Beck, 1970, 2011; Don et al., 2019; Geschwind et al., 2019; Peterson &
Dutton, 2019). Individuals’ beliefs are seen as a mediating force behind emotions that create
changes in their behaviors (Beck, 1976; Don et al., 2019; King & Boswell, 2019). Beliefs and

11

emotions are internal processes; whereas, behaviors function externally in response to an
individual’s intrinsic belief (i.e., thought) dialogue.
In CBT, internalizing problems are the “core disturbance in intropunitive emotions and
moods (e.g., sorrow, guilt, fear, and worry)” (Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000, p. 443). Whereas,
externalizing behaviors are “the negative behaviors [that] tend to be expressed outwardly and are
likely to directly affect other people and society at large...behaviors that seemingly reflect less
awareness of or concern for the affective consequences of one's behavior for others" (Miller &
Eisenberg, 1988, p. 325). The underlying mechanisms of negative emotions and extreme beliefs
contribute to distress resulting in internalizing problems and externalizing behaviors (Beck,
2011; Don et al., 2019; Geschwind et al., 2019; King & Boswell, 2019; Liu, 2004; Malecki et al.,
2015; Peterson & Dutton, 2019; Terzian et al., 2011; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000). When
adolescents have “a change in beliefs, feelings, and behaviors in directions that increasingly
justify intergroup violence and demand sacrifice in defending the ingroup” radicalization occurs
(McCauley & Moskalenko, 2008, p. 416). Internalizing problems and externalizing behaviors are
seen as a result of extreme and radicalized beliefs (Beck, 2011). Although adolescents are
directly impacted by their beliefs and emotions, all adolescents are viewed as having the capacity
to change extreme beliefs and the resulting negative behaviors to improve their overall quality of
life (Beck, 1976, 2011).
SCT and CBT Integration
For both SCT and CBT, positive beliefs and emotions result in productive behaviors that
benefit individuals. Whereas, extreme beliefs have a negative impact on individuals’ view of self
or the world that result in violent or aggressive external behaviors (Beck, 1970, 2011; Farrington,
2019; Leuschner et al., 2017; O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al., 2018). An individual’s internalizing
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problems and extreme beliefs are viewed as having negative emotional effects and externalizing
behaviors are the underlying and mediating forces that directly impact an individual (Beck, 1970,
2011; Beck & Miller, 2012; Liu, 2004; Trip et al., 2019). For both SCT and CBT; internalizing
problems, extreme beliefs, and externalizing behaviors serve as a framework to describe
contributing factors, such as school violence (Hirschi, 1969; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000). The
presence of internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, and externalizing behaviors coupled with the
detachment of one or more of an adolescent’s social bonds increases the likelihood of adolescent
school violence (Hirschi, 1969; Trip et al., 2019; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000).
Overview of Methods and Research Questions
When the present research was proposed in March 2021; a quantitative approach was
planned to develop an interdisciplinary assessment for school violence, the ISVPA. Five main
research questions were planned.
Research Question One
What is the overall factor structure of the Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention
Assessment (ISVPA)?
Research Question Two
What is the validity of the ISVPA to assess a student’s risk level for school violence (i.e.,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment)?
Research Question Three
What is the reliability of the ISVPA to assess a student’s risk level for school violence
(i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment)?
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Research Question Four
Is there a significant relationship between school personnel’s demographics (i.e., age,
gender, ethnicity, professional role, and grade level) and students’ risk level of school violence
(i.e., ISVPA scores)?
Research Question Five
Is there a significant relationship between school personnel’s assessment of students’ risk
level for school violence (i.e., ISVPA scores) and students’ demographics (i.e., age, gender,
ethnicity, and grade level)?
Limitations and Delimitations
Limitations are an important consideration in research as they relate to an assessment.
Sample size can be a significant limitation, specifically a small sample size and lack of
heterogeneous participants can limit the generalizability of results (Morgado et al., 2017). For the
present research, a limitation was that the sample size of the participants could be less than the
ideal amount for a factor analysis (i.e., 10 participants per instrument item; Benson & Clark,
1982; Nunnaly, 1978) and if the sample demographics were too similar then generalizability of
results are impacted (Morgado et al., 2017). Additionally, participant bias, extraneous variables,
and issues with the assessment construction can contribute to limitations for an instrument
(Morgado et al., 2017). In the present research, the limitation of participant bias could be related
to participants’ preexisting or unfair opinions towards students. Also, an extraneous variable
such as school personnel’s prior knowledge of school violence and participants utilizing
technology to complete the research could be a limitation. Finally, the instrument construction
could be a limitation because of the subjective analyses (e.g., expert panel review), lack of a
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substantial literature review, and format of the assessment items (i.e., close ended prompts and
lack the addition of short answer or open answer questions for each prompt).
As the data and research questions were based on the specific population of school
personnel (i.e., sixth, seventh, and eighth grade teachers, principals, and school counselors) and
data from other sources (e.g., parents, students, and other school employees) were not collected,
the targeted sample for the current research was a delimitation. Statistical delimitations included
the utilization of specific subtypes of validity and reliability rather than all types (Morgado et al.,
2017). For the present research, two types of validity (i.e., content validity and construct validity)
and two types of reliability (i.e., internal consistency and test-retest reliability) were planned to
develop and analyze the assessment.
Assumptions of the Research
Assumptions of the research are an important consideration to the researcher. For the
present research, an assumption was that school personnel would answer the instrument items for
frequency and severity truthfully and genuinely to produce accurate subscale scores.
Additionally, when using an exploratory factor analysis, statistical assumptions included sample
size (i.e., ideally 10 participants per item), homogeneity of the sample, inter-item correlations,
and normality of the variables (i.e., important for the generalizability of results; Field, 2013).
Definition of Terms
Attachment is “the extent to which a person [is bonded] to others” (e.g., parents, peers, and
school; Hirschi, 2002, p. 19).
Attachment to parents is defined as “[parental] supervision,” “intimacy of communication…
[and] affectional identification, love, and respect” (Hirschi, 2002, pp. 89, 91).
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Attachment to peers is the overall quality of an individual’s relationship with peers that
presents as a positive or negative influence (Hirschi, 1969).
Attachment to school is an adolescent’s “academic competence,” [positive] “attitudes toward
school,” and “concern for the opinion of teachers” (Hirschi, 2002, pp. 111, 129, 132).
Belief is “the idea of a common value system” when people conform to “the moral validity of the
law” (Hirschi, 2002, pp. 26, 203).
Bullying is defined as “when he or she is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions
on the part of one or more other persons,” adding “there should be an imbalance of in strength
(an asymmetric power relationship)” (Olweus, 1994, p. 98).
Commitment is the “educational and occupational aspirations…[that] limit one’s opportunities
to commit delinquent acts” (Hirschi, 2002, p. 29).
Direct suicidal ideation is an expressed plan, intent, and means to die by suicide (National
Institute of Mental Health [NIMH], 2019).
Externalizing behaviors are defined as “the negative behaviors [that] tend to be expressed
outwardly and are likely to directly affect other people and society at large...behaviors that
seemingly reflect less awareness of or concern for the affective consequences of one's behavior
for others" (Miller & Eisenberg, 1988, p. 325).
Extreme beliefs are defined as “profound convictions opposed to the fundamental values of
society, the laws of democracy and the universal human rights, advocating the supremacy of a
certain group (racial, religious, political, economic, social, etc.)” (Trip et al., 2019, p. 1).
High level threat is defined as “the threat is direct and specific… the content of the threat
suggests [the student] has taken concrete steps to carry out the threat… the identity of the
threatener is known” (O’Toole, 2000, p. 30).
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Indirect suicidal ideation is expressed hopelessness or self-destructive behaviors (NIMH,
2019).
Interdisciplinary is the “analyzes, synthesizes and harmonizes links between disciplines into a
coordinated and coherent whole” (CIHR, 2005, p. 359).
Internalizing problems are defined as “a core disturbance in intropunitive emotions and moods
(e.g., sorrow, guilt, fear, and worry)” (Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000, p. 443).
Involvement is the “engrossment in conventional activities” (Hirschi 2002, p. 22).
Lack of Attachment is “the process of becoming alienated from others [parents, peers, and
school]” (Hirschi, 1969, p. 18).
Leakage “is the communication to a third party of an intent to do harm to a target” (Meloy &
O’Toole, 2011, p. 513).
Low level threat is defined as the “threat is vague and indirect… lacks detail… the means to
carry out the threat is unknown” (O’Toole, 2000, p. 28).
Medium level threat is “the threat is specific… however, it is unknown if [the students] actually
intended to carry out the threat, and if the [means]… are real” (O’Toole, 2000, p. 29).
Primary grievance is “the cause of the active shooter’s distress or resentment; a perception—
not necessarily based in reality—of having been wronged or treated unfairly or inappropriately”
(Silver et al., 2018, p. 21).
“Preventative, school counseling program…includes early warning systems for identifying
students who may be engaging in harmful or risky behaviors” (American School Counselor
Association [ASCA], 2017, para. 1).
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Radicalization is “a change in beliefs, feelings, and behaviors in directions that increasingly
justify intergroup violence and demand sacrifice in defending the ingroup” (McCauley &
Moskalenko, 2008, p. 416).
Risk factor is “an empirically established relationship with a particular outcome” (Reddy et al.,
2001, p. 164).
Risk assessment is the process that “evaluates the risk and protective factors present in a person
and evaluates the risk for general and specific forms of violence (e.g., intimate partner violence,
stalking)” (Goodrum et al., 2018, p. 123).
School-based mental health services “range from minimal support services provided by a
school counselor to a comprehensive, integrated program of prevention, identification, and
treatment within a school” (Committee on School Health, 2004, p. 1840).
School violence is “violent acts that disrupt learning and have a negative effect on students,
schools, and the broader community” (CDC, 2021, para. 1).
Stressors are defined as the “…psychological, or social forces that place real or perceived
demands/pressures on an individual and which may cause psychological and or physical distress”
(Silver et al., 2018, p. 15).
Threat is as “an expression of intent to do harm or act out violently against someone or
something” (O’Toole, 2000, p. 6).
Threat assessment is a “process [that] seeks to evaluate the likelihood a person will perpetrate
‘targeted violence’ (i.e., toward a specific person or group), such as an assassination or a school
shooting” (Goodrum et al., 2018, p. 123).
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Summary
In the present chapter, an introduction of the present research was provided. Also, an
overview of the present research, as well as the problem and purpose statements and the
significance of the research were included. The conceptual framework and an overview of the
research methods, including the five main research questions, limitations, and delimitations were
provided. Finally, the terms were defined.
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Chapter II
Literature Review
The purpose of this chapter is to review the existing research and literature related to the
causes and contributors to school violence. Chapter II is organized into five main sections. In the
first section, crisis counseling in schools is reviewed, including crisis models and crisis
prevention stages. In the second section, the theoretical framework of adolescent development
and violence with a focus on adolescents’ internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing
behaviors, and lack of attachment including the indicators of the four constructs are provided. In
the third section, the literature on adolescent exposure to violence is provided. In the fourth main
section, existing assessments of adolescent school violence are reviewed. Finally, a description
of types of assessments used in schools is provided.
Crisis Counseling in Schools
School shootings began in the 1700s and have continued to escalate, with shootings
increasing two times the average during 2017 and 2018, with 24 people killed in 2017 and 61
people killed in 2018 (ABC News, 2019; k12Academics, n.d.). According to the Indicators of
School Crime and Safety report, during the 2018 to 2019 school year, 66 reported school
shootings occurred that resulted in 29 deaths and 37 injuries (Musu et al., 2019). Students can be
impacted by trauma in schools, such as school shootings as well as they themselves having the
potential to commit violent behaviors in schools. School counselors and personnel have an
important role in protecting students and their school environment. In response to the occurrence
of school violence, school counselors and personnel have created and implemented various types
of crisis models for prevention, planning, intervention, and postvention that target school
violence and the impact that violence has on students. School crisis policies and models
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contribute positively to safe school environments prior to acts of violence (ASCA, 2019; Poland
& Conte, n.d.).
Crisis Models
The ASCA National Model (2019) has four specific standards that include school
counselors’ responsibilities. The first standard is to “Inform parents/guardians and/or appropriate
authorities when a student poses a serious or foreseeable harm to self or others. When feasible,
this is to be done after careful deliberation and consultation with other appropriate professionals
[e.g., school counseling colleagues, counseling supervisors, or clinically based counselors] …
Even if the danger appears relatively remote, parents should be notified” (ASCA, p. 20). The
second standard is to “Use risk assessments with caution. If risk assessments are used by the
school counselor, an intervention plan should be developed and in place prior to… practice”
(ASCA, pp. 20-21). The third standard is “Do not release a student who is a danger to self or
others until the student has proper and necessary support. If parents will not provide proper
support, the school counselor takes necessary steps…to seek help and at times may include a
report to child protective services” (ASCA, p. 21). Finally, the fourth standard is to “Report to
parents/guardians and/or appropriate authorities when students disclose a perpetrated or a
perceived threat to their physical or mental well-being … The school counselor follows
applicable federal, state, and local laws and school district policy” (ASCA, p. 21).
For all school counselors, crisis response is a professional and ethical responsibility. Two
additional leading models used in crisis work are Mitchell’s Critical Incident Stress Management
(CISM, Mitchell & Everly, 2010) and Psychological First Aid (PFA) in Schools (Brymer et al.,
2012). The first model, CISM is a widely utilized and an empirically validated method for crisis
situations (Mitchell & Everly, 2010). CISM utilizes a comprehensive system approach to a crisis
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that can be applied with individuals, groups, and organizations, such as schools and families of
school children. CISM utilizes an integrative approach to crisis prevention, intervention, and
postvention that includes phases.
Initially in CISM, pre-crisis preparation occurs that includes effective stress management
and crisis training. Trainings are provided for individuals in their environment and for the
organization as a system, such as a school. In a qualitative study examining 140 school
personnel’s perceptions on the effectiveness of CISM, Morrison (2007) found that the majority
of personnel viewed CISM as a structured guideline to crisis management that utilizes a
comprehensive language for ease of understanding. Once a crisis incident occurs, the
intervention phase includes initiating informational meetings and supportive programs. In CISM,
Critical Incident Stress Debriefing (CISD) is a group-based approach that is used shortly after a
crisis situation occurs to address any resulting symptoms of survivors who were impacted by the
crisis (Mitchell & Everly, 1996). After CISD is implemented for acute symptoms, users of CISM
continue individual crisis counseling with survivors to process the aftermath of the crisis
situation. Family crisis counseling, organizational system counseling, and additional referrals are
recommended in order for those impacted by the crisis to continue processing residual problems
attributed to the crisis situation. Although Morrison (2007) found that school personnel reported
high ratings for utilizing CISM to create a school crisis plan and for informing students about a
crisis, the author found that participants reported no measurable effects of CISM interventions on
student outcomes after a crisis.
The second model, Psychological First Aid (PFA) for Schools is intended to provide
training and methods for support to all school personnel, students, families, and community
members who are impacted by a crisis (Brymer et al., 2012). Lawson (n.d.) recommended that
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school counselors utilize PFA in Schools to address the immediate aftermath of a school violence
incident. Schreiber et al. (2006) identified key components of the PFA for students and teachers
that include listen, protect, connect, model, and teach. Ramirez et al. (2013) found that the listen,
protect, and connect components of PFA were effective for middle school students who were
exposed to trauma. Although a small sample size of 20 participants were used in Ramirez et al.’s
(2013) research, students were identified because of exposure to a traumatic or stressful
experience and referred to the school nurse who administered PFA. Students experienced a
decrease in depressive and posttraumatic stress symptoms, while social support and school
connectedness increased.
According to the PFA for Schools model, the first step of preparedness involves
providing effective training for all school personnel about different levels of a crisis, such as
needs as well as short and long term effects for all involved in a crisis. Additional steps include
practicing the use of an identified crisis plan, continuing to evaluate the effectiveness of the plan,
and revising the plan, if needed (Brymer et al., 2012). In the PFA for Schools model, reestablishing normalcy and resuming school activity are stressed. The CISM and PFA models are
both used during the prevention stages of a crisis that provide guidance in how to respond during
a crisis and after a crisis has taken place (Brymer et al., 2012; Mitchell & Everly, 2010).
Crisis Stage Approach
In the wake of the 1999 Columbine High School shooting, school safety and violence
prevention significantly increased (Goforth, 2019). A stage approach to crises includes four
stages: (a) prevention, (b) preparedness, (c) intervention and response, and (d) postvention and
recovery.
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Prevention Stage
In the violence prevention stage, proactive steps are used to prevent school crises (Moore
& Susan, 2015; NASP, 2002, 2014). As part of a prevention effort, all school personnel (i.e.,
teachers, principals, and school counselors) and community members should be involved and
play an important role in school violence prevention. A positive school climate is critical to
preventing school violence. When a positive school climate exists, a sense of safety and security
among students and school personnel are experienced (Poland & Conte, n.d.). Ozer and
Weinstein (2010) said that perceived school safety and open communication about violence were
protective factors against the development of subsequent mental health problems of adolescents
who were exposed to violence. A positive school climate promotes respect, trust, collaboration,
and connectedness among students as well as school personnel (Poland & Conte, n.d.).
In a longitudinal study including 230 female and 230 male participants, Kuperminc et al.
(2001) found that for middle school male and female students, internalizing (r = -.24) and
externalizing (r = -.48) problems decreased when students’ positive perceptions of school
climate increased. Additionally, when a positive school climate exists, typically students are
more receptive and able to express their concerns to school personnel before a crisis occurs.
Students are more likely to speak to school personnel about peers who have been impacted by
negative factors and who are in need of assistance (Fein et al., 2002; Poland & Conte, n.d.).
District Policies. According to the NASP (2002, 2014), the establishment of clear and
direct district policies is an important aspect to prevention of a school violence crisis. Through
establishing district policies prior to violence, school personnel have a defined set of procedures
to adhere to in the event of an act of school violence (NASP, 2002, 2014). As recommended by
the NASP (2002), policies should include information that relates to “assigning and training the
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threat assessment team, evaluating and interviewing the potential offender, notifying and
working with parent’s, interviewing other students and staff, determining the level of
intervention required, bringing in additional professionals (e.g., mental health, social services,
law enforcement), providing follow-up observation and services, and responding to media should
the need arise” (para. 5). When clearly defined district wide policies and procedures exist, school
personnel have the knowledge and information necessary to intervene and respond in the event
of a school crisis.
School Counselors’ Involvement. In the majority of school settings, school counselors’
responsibility is to offer academic, social, and behavioral support to students and counselors are
essential personnel for school violence prevention. Also, school counselors are an integral part of
the primary, secondary, and tertiary response to a school crisis (Studer & Salter, 2010).
According to the ASCA (2019), school counselors should develop a comprehensive school
counseling program that increases positive school climates, ensures efforts are made to promote
school safety, and provides a safe space for students to report concerns about possible violence.
Also, school counselors should implement preventative practices and policies to deter school
violence through therapeutic and supportive approaches. For example, providing individual and
group sessions for students that focus on emotional, social, academic, career, and
psychoeducation topics (ASCA, 2019; International Association of Chiefs of Police [IACP],
2009). School violence preventative assessments used in conjunction with existing threat
assessment procedures can assist school counselors in identifying contributors to violence and
connect students who are in need to school-based services and, if needed, community-based
counseling services.
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In the Mass Attacks in Public Spaces–2018 report, the National Threat Assessment
Center (NTAC, 2020) examined violent attacks between 2017 and 2018 that included 27
offenders, in which 93% were male ranging in ages 15 to 64. Of the offenders, 67% displayed
symptomology characteristic of a mental health disorder, such as depression, psychosis (i.e.,
paranoia), and suicidal thoughts. Also, offenders displayed additional behaviors indicative of
emotional distress (e.g., difficulty coping with stressors, anger, and isolation).
Regular access to school counseling services can increase student empowerment,
promote positive school climate, and contribute to a supportive academic and social environment
(Rossen & Cowen, 2014). School counselors can proactively target underlying mental health
problems by offering individual or group counseling sessions for students, facilitate conflict
resolution between peers or other school personnel, and increase positive communication with
parents, peers, and school personnel (ASCA, 2019; Garran & Rasmussen, 2014). An important
aspect of a school counselor’s role is advocacy. School counselors have the professional and
ethical responsibility to advocate for effective identification and implementation of school
violence prevention measures that increase school safety. School counselors should serve as
advocates for students and school personnel to promote a positive and safe school environment
(ASCA, 2019). Additionally, school counselors’ roles are to advocate for consistent
implementation and development of policies that address student safety and provide training to
school personnel and students of crisis prevention practices (ASCA, 2019; Garran & Rasmussen,
2014). Additional advocacy roles of school counselors are supporting student organizations that
are intended to deter school violence in a school environment and ensure that community
resources are available when needed.
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School Personnels’ Involvement. School personnel (i.e., teachers, principals, school
counselors, etc.) also have an essential role in preventing school violence. However, research
indicated that administrative efforts to address school violence and promote school safety vary
(i.e., lacking a consistent implementation of preventative practices). School personnel should be
aware of warning signs and symptoms of school violence that provides an opportunity for early
intervention by school personnel. School personnel can identify warning signs of student
violence by observing students’ engagement with peers and others, noticing any emotional or
behavioral changes in students, and recognizing expressions of extreme beliefs of students. Early
intervention requires that school systems have effective threat assessment teams and assessment
measures to evaluate student communications and changes in students’ behaviors that can result
in threats (Reeves & Brock, 2017). Without identified protocols and policies to assess threats by
students, warning signs exhibited by students may be discounted, ignored, missed, or not
followed up on (Goodrum & Woodward, 2016; Reeves & Brock, 2017; Safe Havens
International, 2016). Informative trainings and effective assessments for school personnel are
essential to identifying, addressing, and preventing acts of school violence.
In the hope of decreasing school violence, many school principals have a supportive
approach to improving school environments (Collier et al., 2018). However, efforts to implement
a supportive approach to school safety have proven to be difficult when principals attempt to
balance support versus punitive actions. In a qualitative analysis that examined school
administrators’ and safety officers’ perspectives on school safety practices and policies, Collier
et al. (2018) found that school administrators and safety officers prioritize supportive efforts over
punitive actions. During instances of extreme misbehavior (i.e., bring a weapon to school or
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aggression), school administrators reported they utilized supportive strategies to help students
who were aggressive, while they balanced the need to protect the majority of students.
Besides school principals, teachers are also essential to school violence prevention due to
their consistent interaction and familiarity with students and their ability to notice significant
changes in students’ behaviors (Cornell, 2020). A close bond between students and teachers
serves as a protective factor against violence (Hirschi, 1969). Hirschi (1969) theorized that
adolescents are less likely to engage in violence if they are concerned with the opinions and
perceptions of school employees, such as teachers.
Students’ Involvement. Student involvement in a school safety plan and positive
extracurricular activities are preventative methods against school violence (Clark, 2011; Hirschi,
1969; Poland & Conte, n.d.). According to Hirschi’s (1969) SCT, students’ connection to their
school and participation in positive activities decreases the likelihood of students acting
violently. Students’ involvement in positive extracurricular activities increases positive
interactions with peers and school personnel (Clark, 2011). Also, student involvement in positive
activities serves as a protective factor against school violence. Examples of student involvement
that can prevent school violence and increase positive interactions with peers are: (a) creating a
student task force, (b) mentoring or reporting peers who need help, (c) developing student clubs
that address school safety and violence prevention, (Carter et al., 2019; Poland & Conte, n.d.),
(d) joining a structured leisure activity, such as sports (Clark, 2011), and (e) creating events that
involve community members (e.g., neighbors, first responders) and parents (Clark, 2011; Poland
& Conte, n.d.). Vossekuil et al. (2002) found that school shooters communicated to their peers
plans for violence 93% of the time prior to an incident, which indicates that students can serve as
a preventative role against school violence when they report peers who need assistance.
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According to Hirschi’s (1969) SCT, a student’s commitment to academic and career
goals serves as a protective and preventative factor against a student engaging in negative or
delinquent behaviors. As students become more committed to their academic or career goals,
they are less likely to engage in any negative behaviors that will jeopardize their goals and future
(Hirschi, 1969). Middle school has been identified as the most beneficial time to introduce
students to career exploration and connection to long term goals (Association for Career and
Technical Education [ACTE], 2017). School personnel have the opportunity to increase middle
school students’ exposure, connection, and awareness to available career options, while
personnel facilitate and reinforce students’ future goals (ACTE, 2017). Thus, school personnel
can prevent any disconnect with students’ commitment bond, a component that can contribute to
delinquency (Hirschi, 1969).
Community Involvement. Establishing connections with community support is an
essential way for school counselors and personnel as well as students to prevent a crisis in a
school (Schonfeld & Newgass, 2003). Proactive and positive relationships with community
members (i.e., law enforcement officers, clinical mental health counselors, and social workers)
can benefit schools and prevent instances of school violence. To prevent school violence,
additional support from the community can involve improving the environment surrounding the
school, increasing recreational programs for students, and addressing efforts to improve low
socioeconomic neighborhoods (Youth.gov, n.d.).
Preparedness Stage
A key factor in any effective crisis intervention is preparedness (Poland & Conte, n.d.).
Crisis plans should not be developed during a crisis event (ASCA, 2019; Poland & Conte, n.d.).
Rather, thorough knowledge of a school’s crisis policies and procedures is essential before a
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crisis occurs and should be a part of school personnel training (Moore & Susan, 2015). For
example, developing plans for the use of threat assessments should occur prior to a crisis and
should be shared with essential school personnel before a crisis happens (ASCA, 2019). In 2002,
Allen et al. found that 61% of school counselors participated as a school crisis team member and
43% reported practicing school crisis plans at least once a year. Preparedness for a crisis includes
training for school personnel, establishing a crisis team, and identifying assessment tools for
evaluation (NASP, 2002, 2014; Rossen & Cowen, 2014).
Training. Effective crisis training of school personnel is a vital component of
preparedness measures in schools. Knowledge and awareness of the warning signs of violence
can provide an opportunity for school personnel to proactively connect students to effective
assistance and counseling services that may be needed (Moore & Susan, 2015; NASP, 2002).
Through effective training, school personnel can become aware of the approaches to addressing
school violence (e.g., evaluation and threat assessment; NASP, 2002, 2014). According to the
United States Government Accountability Office’s (2020) K-12 Education Characteristics of
School Shootings report, between 2009 and 2019, 49% of school shooters were current or former
students. The NTAC (2020) reported the highest rate of mass attacks occurred in 2018, in which
93% of offenders exhibited concerning or threatening communications to others prior to a violent
act. The report further indicated that 73% of behaviors demonstrated prior to a violent act
contributed to concern in others (e.g., family, peers, school staff, coworkers, etc.). In a separate
report, Silver et al. (2018) found that warning signs exhibited by all active shooters (i.e., not
limited to school shooters) were mostly ignored, indicating the need for effective training of the
signs and behaviors exhibited by students.
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Allen et al. (2002) examined school counselors’ preparation and training for school crisis
intervention. Participants included 236 school counselors in which 88% had completed a
master’s degree. The authors found that 64% of the school counselors were exposed to some
degree of crisis intervention during graduate school, with only 10.60% who reported that they
had a class designated to school crisis intervention. Of the sample, 57% of school counselors
reported feeling minimally or not at all prepared to address a school crisis. For professional
development, 69% of the school counselors reported seeking continuing education opportunities
in school crisis prevention.
Intervention and Response Stage
Crisis intervention and response occurs after a threat of harm or act of violence has
occurred. According to the ASCA National Model (2019), crisis response is “the immediate and
follow-up intervention necessary to meet urgent needs and prevent situations from becoming
more severe” (p. 148). School personnel play a key role in crisis intervention and response.
Therapeutic Intervention. A vital factor in supporting and helping students who are
struggling is therapeutic support. As a key member of a multidisciplinary team and threat
assessment approach, school counselors should provide therapeutic support to students and
school personnel. School counselors should assess a crisis situation and provide
recommendations of how to address the crisis (Poland & Conte, n.d.). School counselors play an
important part in identifying a student or students who need immediate intervention and
evaluation (Schonfeld & Newgass, 2003). During a school crisis, school counselors can
intervene with a student who needs assistance (Brymer et al., 2012). Specifically, school
counselors should address the mental health concerns of a student who is experiencing a crisis
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and counselors should be equipped with the skills to de-escalate a crisis situation (Baciğlu &
Kocabiyik, 2019).
Once a therapeutic intervention plan is identified, school personnel should implement
initial steps to assist a student who needs help and any changes needed in the school
environment. School counselors can offer support through systematic de-escalation of a crisis
situation, establishing safety for students, offering individual therapeutic sessions, and
connecting students to community counseling services (Baciğlu & Kocabiyik, 2019). The use of
crisis evaluations can assist in identifying the immediate needs and goals of a student that can
often result in referrals for further therapeutic assistance (Schonfeld & Newgass, 2003).
Additionally, Lawson (n.d.) noted that school counselors’ familiarity with students and school
personnel enables school counselors to support individual and community needs in the
immediate and aftermath of a crisis.
Postvention and Recovery Stage
The aftermath of a school crisis has a tremendous impact on all school personnel as well
as all students (Schonfeld & Newgass, 2003). Postvention follow up is critical when addressing
the immediate and long term needs and reactions of school personnel and students (Schonfeld &
Newgass, 2003).
Counseling Services. Following a school crisis, mental health services are crucial in
providing support during the short and long term needs of school personnel and students (Studer
& Salter, 2010). However, recovery from a school crisis is an ongoing process (National
Education Association [NEA], 2018). Crises can often increase or trigger preexisting mental
health problems that can add to what school personnel and students are handling after a crisis
(Studer & Salter, 2010). While school counselors can provide services during the recovery
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period, community-based crisis counselors are trained to address the immediate mental,
emotional, and psychological needs of individuals following a crisis (NEA, 2018; Schonfeld &
Newgass, 2003). Community-based crisis counselors are professionals who should provide the
mental health counseling services to personnel and students immediately after a crisis (Schonfeld
& Newgass, 2003). A recommendation for school personnel, especially the school’s
multidisciplinary threat assessment team members, is to seek counseling services to address their
own trauma or foreseeable effects of a school crisis (e.g., flashbacks to the incident, nightmares
or sleep pattern disturbances, and increased symptoms of anxiety or depression; NEA, 2018).
Although community-based crisis counselors are recommended after a school crisis,
school counselors can also provide support to school personnel and students (Studer & Salter,
2010). In the aftermath of a crisis, continuous support and crisis postvention can assist a student
who needed help and other students who are impacted in a school system. School counselors can
provide counseling services as part of the continued efforts to regain normalcy and routine in
schools (NEA, 2018; Studer & Salter, 2010). Once everyone returns to a school after a crisis,
school counselors and personnel should provide a supportive and empathic environment so that
students continuously connect with others and communicate their needs (Studer & Salter, 2010).
Also, school counselors can provide continued connection to community referrals, classroom
lessons with teachers, as well as group and individual counseling that is needed to create a safe
space for students who need assistance. In a qualitive analysis by Brown (2018), with three
school counselors, a principal, a teacher, a bus driver, a parent, and a student, the author
indicated that stronger relationships between the school and community counselors would have
been beneficial.
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An identifiable crisis plan is a key element for preparing, intervening, and recovering
from a school crisis (ASCA, 2019; Rossen & Cowen, 2014). However, many approaches and
different views from divergent disciplines regarding adolescent violence that can occur in
schools is available, which creates variance in how school personnel develop their school’s crisis
plan (Brymer et al., 2012; Cornell, 2020; Goodman-Scott et al., 2019; Mitchell & Everly, 2010;
O’Toole, 2000). Factors, such as understanding adolescent development and potential negative
factors that impact their development, should be a part of the framework in a school’s crisis plan.
Therefore, a collaborative definition and understanding on adolescent violence and the escalation
to school violence is necessary.
Adolescent Development and Violence
Divergent disciplines (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology) have
varying views regarding adolescent development and violence. Their views are similar; however,
they lack a cross field synopsis for defining adolescent school violence (Mayer & Jimerson,
2019). In SCT, a basic theoretical view of humans is that free will comes with choices and
responsibilities and the consequences of the choices made (Espelage & Hong, 2019; KempfLeonard & Morris, 2017). During human development, social conformity occurs as individuals,
such as adolescents learn to abide by social rules (Espelage & Hong, 2019; Hirschi, 1969).
Adolescents’ poor choices can result in violence and criminal behaviors (Espelage & Hong,
2019; Hirschi, 1969). Hirschi, an important figure from two interdisciplinary fields, criminology
and sociology believed that adolescents are able to exhibit strong social bonds based on their
development of attachment to others, commitment, and involvement with prosocial activities as
well as their beliefs about societal norms (Espelage & Hong, 2019). Hirschi (1969) asserted that
when adolescents’ attachment to others, commitment to conventional goals, involvement in
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conventional activities, and belief in conventional norms are weak and do not develop or do not
exist; adolescents tend to exhibit violent behaviors. One or more weakened bonds in any of the
four components increases the probability of adolescent delinquent or violent behaviors.
Whereas, adolescents’ attachment to others, choices to be involved in productive activities, their
commitment to goals, and beliefs in conventional norms act as protective factors against violent
behaviors (Cretacci et al., 2018).
Similar to SCT, cognitive behavioral theorists suggested that individuals, like adolescents
can have maladaptive or productive thoughts that directly influence their emotions and behaviors
(Don et al., 2019; King & Boswell, 2019). Their maladaptive or distorted beliefs are reinforced
through negative self-talk that creates distress for adolescents (Beck, 1970; Don et al., 2019;
Geschwind et al., 2019). Cognitive behavioral theorists believe that individuals, such as
adolescents have the ability to positively change their behaviors and behavioral patterns (Beck,
1970, 1976, 2011; King & Boswell, 2019).
In both, SCT and CBT, thoughts and emotions as well as the potential positive or
negative outcome behaviors are important. And, both SCT and CBT theorists believe that
positive productive behaviors are beneficial and negative destructive behaviors are not. In CBT,
the underlying mechanisms (i.e., negative feelings and thoughts) contribute to internalizing
problems resulting in negative externalizing behaviors (Beck, 2011; King & Boswell, 2019;
Peterson & Dutton, 2019; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000). Adolescent pathways to school violence are
reinforced through the detachment of one of more social bonds, in addition to the existence of
extreme beliefs impacting their emotional state and resulting in externalizing behaviors.
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Internalizing Problems
A major consideration in adolescent development is their emotional regulation that can
result in positive as well as negative social experiences. Persistent negative experiences
combined with difficulty in coping with stressors can lead to adolescents’ internalization of
emotional distress, as well as negative belief systems and internalizing problems that can lead to
violence. Internalization of emotional distress is referred to as any emotional state or mood
caused by the inability or difficulty in managing negative emotional regulation (Peterson &
Dutton, 2019; Terzian et al., 2011).
According to Benzi et al. (2018), internalizing problems are a common occurrence with
adolescents. Among counseling and psychology fields, the term internalizing is frequently used
as an overarching term in assessments to categorize a variety of symptoms or disorders, usually
presenting in children and adolescents (Willner et al., 2016). Internalizing problems are defined
as “a core disturbance in intropunitive emotions and moods (e.g., sorrow, guilt, fear, and worry)”
(Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000, p. 443). For example, anxiety and obsessive compulsive disorder are
viewed as internalizing disorders (Turygin et al., 2013). For internalizing disorders, adolescents
experience symptoms such as anxiety, depression, psychosomatic symptoms (i.e., headaches or
stomachaches), and suicidal ideation (Liu et al., 2011; Pine et al., 1998). In school violence,
students’ emotional well-being is often impacted by a combination of multiple and significant
stressors. Signs and symptoms of internalizing problems can vary in students. In A Study of the
Pre-Attack Behaviors of Active Shooters in the United States Between 2000 and 2013, Silver et
al. (2018) of the FBI and criminology field described negative stressors as “… psychological, or
social forces that place real or perceived demands/pressures on an individual and which may
cause psychological and or physical distress” (p. 15).

36

Mental Health Stressors
Mental health stressors play a key role in the signs and symptoms of internalizing
problems of potential offenders (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Silver et al., 2018; Vossekuil et
al., 2002). According to Silver et al. (2018) from the FBI and Vossekuil et al. (2002) from the
United States Secret Service and the United States Department of Education, mental health
stressors are precipitated issues that can contribute to violent behaviors. Silver et al. (2018)
identified mental health concerns as a predominate stressor for active shooters (i.e., not limited to
school shooters). Students’ feelings like nervousness as well as negative thoughts like low or
critical self-esteem contribute to their emotional distress (Geschwind et al., 2019; Terzian et al.,
2011). Identified psychiatric diagnoses and stressors that are associated with internalizing
problems include depression, anxiety, suicidal ideation, and paranoia (Benzi et al., 2018; Don et
al., 2019; Malecki et al., 2015; Silver et al., 2018). In more severe cases, intensified feelings of
internalizing problems can lead to a deeper level of psychological distress that can contribute to
student violence (Don et al., 2019; Terzian et al., 2011).
Silver et al. (2018) differentiated mental health stressors (i.e., finances, employment,
interpersonal conflict with peers, and marital issues) from mental health diagnoses (i.e., mood,
anxiety, and psychotic disorders) with 16 active shooter (i.e., not limited to school shooters)
cases in the United States ranging in ages from 12 to 88, in which 63% were White, 16%
Black/African American, 10% Asian, 6% Latino, 3% Middle Eastern, and 2% Native American.
Of the 16 shooters, 94% were male and 6% were females (Silver et al., 2018). Whereas, in an
earlier study by Vossekuil et al. (2002), the Final Report and Findings of the Safe School
Initiative: Implications for the Prevention of School Attacks in the United States, only 17% of
attackers ranging in age from 11 to 21 were diagnosed with some type of mental health or
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behavioral disorder. The predominate ages were between 13 and 18, in which 76% were White,
12% African American, 5% Latino, 2% Native Alaskan, 2% Native American, and 2% Asian.
Additionally, Malecki et al. (2015) and Terzian et al. (2011) reviewed research on school
violence offenders who reported experiencing extreme depression.
Personality Traits
Personality traits can be another indicator of adolescents’ mental health and emotional
distress. Benzi et al. (2018) found that personality traits (i.e., negative affect, detachment,
antagonism, disinhibition, and psychoticism) were related to psychological distress (i.e., anxiety,
depression, withdrawn, grandiosity, impulsivity, and delusions). Participants in their study
ranged in ages 13 to 19, in which 351 were females and 211 were males. Significant findings
included positive correlations between all maladaptive traits and psychological distress (r = .22 .64). Additionally, significant findings for participants’ maladaptive personality traits (i.e.,
negative affect  = .37, p < .001, and detachment  = .23, p < .001) and psychoticism ( = .31, p
< .001) predicted psychological distress (R2 = .59).
Suicidal Ideation
Suicidal ideation is particularly pervasive among adolescents who experience
internalizing problems (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Lankford, 2012; Malecki et al., 2015;
Terzian et al., 2011; Vossekuil et al., 2002; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000). In 2017, Heron (2019)
reported that individuals who were 10 to 24 years old and completed suicide accounted for
19.20% of the leading causes of death in the United States. Suicidal ideation can be direct (e.g.,
expressed plan, intent, or means) or indirect (e.g., expressed hopelessness or self-destructive
behaviors; NIMH, 2019). Specifically, adolescents who are 12 to 18 years old are at a higher risk
of suicidal ideation when compared to other developmental ages of children (Massing-Schaffer
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et al., 2019). According to Silver et al. (2018) of the FBI, 48% of active shooters (i.e., not limited
to school shooters) experienced suicidal ideation. Vossekuil et al. (2002) reported that 78% of
school violence offenders experienced suicidal ideation or behaviors connected to suicidal
ideation (e.g., planning or preparation) prior to an act of school violence.
Specific to gender, female adolescents’ experiences of interpersonal stressful life events
were related to their increased possibility of suicidal ideation (r = .17) and suicidal ideation and
depressive symptoms were related (r = .38; Massing-Schaffer et al., 2019). Also, peer rejection
was related to female adolescent suicidal ideations (r = .18). However, previous suicidal ideation
(r = .37) and depressive symptomology (r = .36) had a stronger relationship with subsequent
suicidal ideation than interpersonal peer issues (r = .20). Additional factors that can contribute to
suicidal ideation include familial dynamic issues, problems in school, social marginalization, and
personal crises (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Geschwind et al., 2019; Lankford, 2012).
Extreme Beliefs
A second major consideration in identity development is adolescent experimentation with
different identities or beliefs (Geeraerts, 2012). Adolescents’ emerging and developing beliefs
contribute to the formation of their belief systems. According to Hirschi’s (1969) SCT, in an
individual’s belief system, beliefs can occur that are slanted or opposite to the collective societal
norms, which can result in an individual’s violent behaviors. Extreme beliefs are defined as the
“profound convictions opposed to the fundamental values of society, the laws of democracy and
the universal human rights, advocating the supremacy of a certain group (racial, religious,
political, economic, social, etc.)” (Trip et al., 2019, p. 1). Negative outcomes, such as violent acts
are often the result of extreme beliefs (Borum, 2011; Meloy & O’Toole, 2011; O’Toole, 2000;
Silver et al., 2018; Trip et al., 2019). When adolescents have “a change in beliefs, feelings, and
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behaviors in directions that increasingly justify intergroup violence and demand sacrifice in
defending the ingroup” radicalization occurs (McCauley & Moskalenko, 2008, p. 416).
Radicalization is an outcome of extreme beliefs (Borum, 2011). In schools, students may have
extreme and radicalized beliefs about their parents, school personnel, and even peers. Students’
expression of extreme and radicalized beliefs (i.e., threats to school or others) increase the
potential for negative actions by students that result in school violence. Also, students’ extreme
beliefs can result in radicalization (i.e., a significant or extreme change in beliefs) and primary
grievances (i.e., perceived trigger to violent behavior).
In order to understand an adolescent’s process of radicalization, it important to
understand the impact of a student’s extreme beliefs as related to school violence. Although a
singular pathway to radicalization and violence does not exist, extreme beliefs and ideologies can
contribute to the pathway to school violence (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization, [UNESCO], 2017). The term extreme beliefs is commonly used throughout
interdisciplinary fields of psychology and criminology to describe any attitudes or ideologies that
deviate from the collective norm (Trip et al., 2019). A student’s beliefs are a key component to
evaluating the potential for violence. Extreme beliefs and ideologies are a precursor to the
development of radicalization (Borum, 2011; Trip et al., 2019).
Radicalization Process
Research on radicalization and extremism increased following the 9/11 attacks that has
focused on the escalation of extreme beliefs and radicalization, which were a precursor to the
terrorist attacks (McCauley & Moskalenko, 2017). In more recent society, radicalization and
extremism can been seen in groups, such as the Proud Boys who support extreme beliefs (i.e.,
justifying violence against others; Davies & Wu, 2021). Although the stages of radicalization are
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often referred to in a political context, similar ideas can be applied in the context of adolescents’
school violence and escalation of their extreme beliefs and radicalization that leads to violence.
During the first stage of radicalization, preradicalization, exposure to extreme beliefs
occurs with students who have limited history of violence or behavioral problems (McCauley &
Moskalenko, 2017). During the second stage, self-identification, influence of extreme beliefs,
and radicalized ideologies begin where students formulate their identity that aligns with their
radicalized or extreme beliefs. Technology can impact a student’s extreme beliefs and resulting
radicalization. Technology provides a multitude of online sites (i.e., violent content or
radicalized ideologies) and platforms (i.e., opportunities to connect and have conversations with
others) that contribute to a student’s perpetuation of extreme beliefs and radicalized identity
formation. When a student identifies with others (i.e., either peers or people via online chat
platforms) who share extreme beliefs and radicalized like-minded ideologies, the indoctrination
stage occurs, which is the intensification of extreme beliefs and radicalization (McCauley &
Moskalenko, 2017). By aligning themselves with other like-minded individuals, students develop
a sense of belonging that addresses the social or familial marginalization they may experience
(Böckler & Seeger, 2013).
Additionally, connecting to individuals who share similar extreme or radicalized beliefs
(e.g., school shootings) may provide a way to regain control or power for a student who may feel
powerless (e.g., victim of bullying; Böckler & Seeger, 2013). A student’s extreme and
radicalized belief system can be reinforced and intensified when connecting to peers or groups
who share similar radicalized views about violence. Also, students’ identification with past
offenders (e.g., Columbine shooters) can be a significant indicator of their radicalized views and
that they may act violently (Meloy & O’Toole, 2011). Students, who are preoccupied and idolize
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past offenders’ and their violent acts, exemplify students’ existing radicalized belief systems.
Existing radicalized belief systems are enhanced when students plan to further past offenders’
violent causes or in the rationale for their violence (Meloy & O’Toole, 2011), in which the
violence becomes a form of symbolism (i.e., admiration for a past offender or in response to
bullying; Malkki, 2014). Also, students’ perceptions of unfairness can contribute to the
development of their extreme beliefs and radicalized identity. Distorted thoughts, internal
conflict between sense of self, and perceived or real embarrassment can also contribute to
students’ persistent thoughts to right the wrong they perceive they have experienced by
committing violent acts (Silver et al., 2018; Vossekuil et al., 2002). In the final stage of
radicalization, a student begins to plan and then carry out an act of school violence that serves
their extreme beliefs and radicalized ideologies (McCauley & Moskalenko, 2017).
Triggers
Research by two interdisciplinary fields, criminology and psychology does not support
the idea that school violence offenders just snap (Silver et al., 2018). Rather, research has shown
that precipitating triggers often lead to violent outcomes by offenders (Office of Partner
Engagement, 2016). A trigger can be a primary grievance of offenders (O’Toole, 2000; Silver et
al., 2018) that is in response to their skewed perceptions of unfair or inappropriate treatment
(Silver et al., 2018). According to Vossekuil et al. (2002), based on the reports by the United
States Secret Service and the United States Department of Education, difficulty accepting
failures is a common factor among potential offenders of violence at school. Offenders’
observable behaviors that are evidence of a primary grievance include aggression, outbursts of
anger, and negative reactions, such as difficulty accepting failure (O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al.,
2018; Vossekuil et al., 2002).
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During adolescents’ impressionable, identity development; exposure to extreme or radical
beliefs can result in negative outcomes for adolescents and those surrounding adolescents
(Geeraerts, 2012). Radicalization can occur in an individual or group basis (Trip et al., 2019).
Radicalized individuals or groups uphold a grandiose sense of self and superiority. When
committing violent acts, adolescents’ perceived superiority of self is often a contributor of their
choices. When adolescents believe they have been judged, rejected, or treated unfairly; their
perceptions of themselves and their worldview can become radicalized resulting in a shift in their
beliefs and worldview to a negative perspective (van den Bos, 2020). Also, their perceptions of
unfairness can have a negative impact that contributes to their extreme or radicalized beliefs and
resulting violent acts (van den Bos, 2020). Grievances and difficulties accepting loss or failure
also serve as triggers for adolescents who commit acts of violence (Silver et al., 2018). Fives et
al. (2011) indicated that male adolescent anger ( = .44, p < .01) and irrational beliefs (i.e.,
intolerance of rules;  = .18, p < .04) predicted subsequent physical aggression. A protective
factor against adolescents’ extreme and radicalized beliefs are strong ties to positive
relationships and supportive bonds with family or friends (Wojcieszak, 2010).
Lack of Coping Skills
Exposure to violence can have a negative impact on adolescents’ mental health and their
ability to cope that can lead to a potential for violence (DiClemente & Richards, 2019). When
adolescents lack proper coping strategies to address stress or negative emotions, adolescent
violence is often precipitated by a psychosocial crisis or grievance that becomes exasperated
(Feidler et al., 2020). According to Feidler et al. (2020), an offenders’ lack of effective coping
strategies can impair their ability to respond to stressors and negative emotions (i.e., anger,
despair, and revenge) and lead to inappropriate coping strategies (i.e., extreme or violent
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resolutions). Additional aversive influences on adolescents can lead to poor and ineffective
coping skills that can result in negative emotions and stressful situations (Barendregt et al.,
2018). Adolescents’ lack of coping skills can also contribute to the development of inappropriate
reactions to emotional responses, impaired functioning, and psychosomatic symptoms
(Barendregt et al., 2018; Orzechowska et al., 2013).
DiClemente and Richards (2019) researched the effect of coping strategies (i.e., problem
focused, emotion focused, and avoidant coping techniques) on decreasing adolescent anger and
aggression in high stress environments. Participants were 263 predominately Black female
students from low SES urban neighborhoods. According to the authors, when coping skills were
used less, aggression and delinquency increased for eighth grade females, who were exposed to
violence. Although, sixth grade male students, who were exposed to violence, reported using
more problem focused coping skills; however, delinquency increased when they advanced to
eighth grade. Additionally, when exposed to violence, avoidant coping skills were used more
commonly by sixth graders. The authors suggested that male students may need additional
resources for coping. Feidler et al., (2020) cautioned that due to the lack of coping skills and the
escalation of students’ extreme beliefs, observable warning behaviors and expressions of violent
intentions may indicate a plan to act violently.
Externalizing Behaviors
A third important consideration in adolescent development is externalizing behaviors that
are frequently referred to in both the counseling and psychology literature to describe a spectrum
of symptoms and the term is used to described students’ visible representations of distress that
are externally focused (e.g., aggression, violence, and explosive tempers; Liu et al., 2011;
Willner et al., 2016). Externalizing behaviors are defined as “the negative behaviors [that] tend
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to be expressed outwardly and are likely to directly affect other people and society at
large...behaviors that seemingly reflect less awareness of or concern for the affective
consequences of one's behavior for others" (Miller & Eisenberg, 1988, p. 325). For example,
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder is a type of diagnosis that is viewed as an externalizing
disorder (Turygin et al., 2013). However, divergent disciplines (i.e., criminology) frequently
utilize the term concerning behaviors to describe observable behaviors of offenders (Silver et al.,
2018). Although it is developmentally appropriate for adolescents to have behavioral fluctuations
such as outbursts, underlying and deeper severe mental health problems that are physical in
nature, such as paranoid (e.g., mistrust and hypervigilance) and antisocial behaviors (e.g.,
lacking remorse, aggression, impulsiveness, and disregard for rules or right and wrong) can be an
indicator of adolescents’ externalizing behavioral problems (Benzi et al., 2018; Lee, 2017).
Students’ externalizing behavioral changes can be caused by emotional distress, such as
withdrawal, depression, and shyness (Geschwind et al., 2019; Terzian et al., 2011). Vossekuil et
al. (2002) pointed out that the majority of violent attackers displayed noticeable externalized
behavioral changes prior to acts of violence. Students who have excessive difficulty dealing with
failures or losses (e.g., loss of status, loved one, or romantic relationships) can exhibit strong or
extreme externalizing behavioral changes and reactions (i.e., conflicts with others, behavioral
outbursts, aggression, verbalization of anger, and increased need for sleep; Don et al., 2019;
Geschwind et al., 2019; Peterson & Dutton, 2019; Vossekuil et al., 2002). In research on 12
school shooters, Silver et al. (2018) stated that 92% of peers recognized concerning behaviors
exhibited by offenders prior to any acts of violence. Also, several researchers indicated that
school violence offenders exhibited changes in their behaviors that were precipitated by
identifiable triggers (O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al., 2018); warning behaviors (Meloy & O’Toole,
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2011); communication leakage, such as threats to others prior to violent actions (Meloy &
O’Toole, 2011); suicidal behaviors (Malecki et al., 2015; Terzian et al., 2011); aggressive
physical behaviors, such as having a history of conduct problems or oppositional behaviors
(Benzi et al., 2018); and difficulty accepting academic or interpersonal failures (O’Toole, 2000;
Vossekuil et al., 2002).
Warning Behaviors
Identification of warning behaviors is an important and proactive step in helping students
to de-stress and not commit an act of violence; thereby, preventing school violence. Student
offender preparation for violence in schools can include purchasing weapons, researching ideas
about violence, or practicing plans to commit violence prior to a violent event (Calhoun &
Weston, 2015; Meloy & O’Toole, 2011). According to Vossekuil et al. (2002), 27% of offenders
expressed interest in violent content, like violent movies, 63% of offenders were known to use
weapons in the past, 68% obtained a weapon from their family environment, and 93% of
offenders planned their violent act. Additionally, identifying the specific details of a violent act
can be included in offenders’ preparation (Office of Partner Engagement, 2016). Students who
consider acts of violence are often fixated or obsessed with an intended target and often increase
their contact with the intended targets prior to a planned act of violence (Meloy & O’Toole,
2011; Mullen et al., 2009). Students who threaten to commit violence often try small-scale
violent behaviors prior to their planned attacks, such as creating videos exhibiting violent
behaviors (Meloy & O’Toole, 2011).
Leakage
One of the most important behavioral warning signs from students who may be violent is
their alarming communication that can occur prior to their acts of violence (Borum et al., 2010;
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O’Toole, 2000; Vossekuil et al., 2002). Meloy and O’Toole (2011) described alarming
communication as leakage, “…communication to a third party of an intent to cause harm to a
target” (p. 514). Leakage is a term frequently used in criminology research. Students’ leakage
may present in different ways. For example, leakage can be seen through social media posts,
written essays or documents, conversations with peers, various forms of self-expression, such as
drawings or artwork, and ultimatums related to threats (Leuschner et al., 2017; Office of Partner
Engagement, 2016). Vossekuil et al. (2002) stated that 37% of offenders demonstrated leakage
through their writings, essays, and documents. Also, threatening language (i.e., expressing direct
threats to self, others, or school) can be categorized as leakage and is considered a warning sign
that a student may commit a violent act (Meloy & O’Toole, 2011).
Vossekuil et al. (2002) reported that 81% of violent incidents in schools by students were
communicated to at least one other person (e.g., another student, a teacher) prior to a violent act,
and 59% of school violence incidents were communicated to more than one person. In school
settings, leakage is often a precipitator to violence; however, adolescents’ communications that
are alarming and changes in their behaviors do not always lead to violence (Leuschner et al.,
2011; Leuschner et al., 2017). Leakage remains one of the most important warning signs of an
impending violent act (Office of Partner Engagement, 2016). Whether threats are implicit or
explicit, students’ leakage can be evident in their extreme beliefs and provide insight into
possible students’ actions (Leuschner et al., 2017; Office of Partner Engagement, 2016).
Suicidal Behaviors
According to Vossekuil et al. (2002) and Meloy et al. (2014), suicidal behaviors can be
one of the major concerns that are related to school violence. Externalized behavioral evidence
of students’ suicidal risk factors can be through past suicide attempts, self-harmful behaviors,
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and distressful communications (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Borum et al., 2010; Lankford,
2012; Leuschner et al., 2017; Meloy & O’Toole, 2011; O’Toole, 2000; Vossekuil et al., 2002).
Shaughnessy and Johnson (2019) said that depressive actions (e.g., withdrawal, isolation,
changes in interests and appetite) also predict suicidal behaviors. Additionally, the authors
identified external signs of students’ internal struggles, such as a drop in academic performance,
poor hygiene, and decrease in interests.
Lack of Attachment
A fourth major consideration for adolescent violence is the lack of attachment to others.
Attachment is an important aspect of adolescent development and happens in various transition
periods when adolescents’ attachment to parents becomes shared with attachment to peers and
school (Hirschi, 1969; Moretti & Peled, 2004). Attachment to parents, peers, and school is
commonly referred to in four interdisciplinary fields of counseling, psychology, criminology,
and sociology research (Hirschi, 1969; O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al., 2018). Hirschi (1969)
defined attachment as is “the extent to which a person [is bonded] to others” (e.g., parents, peers,
and school; Hirschi, 2002, p. 19).
According to Hirschi’s (1969) SCT, attachment to parents, peers, and schools is a critical
factor in preventing violent behaviors. The lack of attachment to parents, peers, and school can
have a negative impact on adolescents. In preventing delinquent behaviors, students’ positive
relationships with parents, peers, and school are a critical component in their development that
serves as a protective factor to support and guide students (Hirschi, 1969; Hudson et al., 2005;
O’Toole, 2000; Sommer et al., 2014). Hong et al. (2019) stated that positive communication with
family, friends, parents, peers, teachers, as well as the school climate are protective factors
against instances of weapon carrying for students who were bullied. However, students’
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relationships with parents, peers, and school that are inherently negative directly impact students’
worldview and approach to life (Hirschi, 1969; O’Toole, 2000; Sommer et al., 2014). Hirschi
(1969) said that the lack of quality in students’ relationship dynamics and social bonds with
others plays a key role in their development of aggression and violent behaviors.
Parent Attachment
The quality of adolescents’ attachment and bond to their parents serve as either a
protective or a risk factor. According to Hirschi (1969) and Hudson et al. (2005), adolescent
attachment to parents is a critical factor in delinquency prevention. Hirschi (1969) identified
certain attachment factors as parental supervision, emotional communication, and observable
affection. Vossekuil et al. (2002) identified differences in familial dynamics of students who are
offenders, with 63% of offenders living in two parent households, 19% were from households
with one biological parent, 2% were living separated between two biological parents’
households, and 5% were living in foster homes.
Secure parental attachment was shown to increase emotional regulation, social
competence, and academic success (Bergin & Bergin, 2009). Li et al. (2019) said that parental
attachment was important for student development and prevention of aversive outcomes.
According to Youngstorm et al. (2003), family support was a main protective factor against the
development of adolescents subsequent externalizing behavioral problems. Also, Bacchini and
Esposito (2020) proposed that parental monitoring significantly decreased adolescents’ aversive
psychological outcomes (i.e., antisocial behavior, anxiety, and depression) in high risk or violent
communities due to parents’ consistent involvement in their children’s lives. According to Frey
et al. (2009), parent control and supervision decrease adolescent violent behaviors and
subsequently increase their academic motivation. Adolescents with secure attachment with
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parents exhibit increased emotional regulation, social competency, and positive peer
relationships (Kokkinos et al., 2019).
Adolescents’ lack of attachment to parents or a negative parent child relationship
contributes negatively to adolescent violence (Gerald et al., 2016; Laible et al., 2000; McAdams
et al., 2011). Kokkinos et al. (2019) found a low negative correlation between proactive
relational aggression of adolescents and dependency on mothers (r = -.10), as well as a mild
negative correlation between reactive relational aggression of adolescents and dependency on
father (r = -.08). Additionally, Brodie et al. (2019) conducted a study on attachment and anger
regulation with a sample of 270 participants ranging in ages 18 to 63 years old, in which 80.70%
of participants were female and over half were current students (56.50%). The authors found that
adults’ insecure attachment anxiety with parents had a low and positive correlation with their
physical aggression (r = .13) and a moderate and positive relationship with their hostility (r =
.48). Laird et al. (2003) found that adolescent antisocial behaviors increased when a negative
parent-child relationship (i.e., lack of quality time and less enjoyable relationship) existed (r = .13). Additionally, O’Toole (2000) of the FBI said that negative factors related to family
dynamics include volatile relationships between parents and children, lack of familial closeness,
tolerance for pathological behaviors with families, intimidation of children from parents, and
acceptance of problematic behaviors of children.
Peer Attachment
Students can experience successes and difficulties when establishing healthy,
trustworthy, and positive relationships with peers (Hirschi, 1969; McGloin & Thomas, 2019).
During adolescent development, peer involvement is a critical influence that can either
contribute to or prevent adolescent violent behaviors (Hirschi, 1969). Also, peer influence can
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have a positive or negative impact on adolescent decision-making and engagement in beneficial
or dangerous behaviors (Leuschner et al., 2017; McGloin & Thomas, 2019; Sommer et al., 2014;
O’Toole, 2000). According to Hirschi’s (1969) SCT, interactions with peers that are negative can
impact adolescents’ attachment with others, involvement in activities, commitment to goals, and
their belief systems. During adolescence, peer influence and connections with others become an
essential part in adolescent development and environment (Álvarez-García et al., 2019).
In the last several years, bullying in schools has increased significantly and plays a role in
the development of students’ internalizing problems and their resulting externalizing behaviors
(Harlow & Roberts, 2010; Juvonen & Graham, 2014). According to the Indicators of School
Crime and Safety (2019) report, bullying in private schools is 72% higher when compared to
55% in public schools. Additionally, they reported a 27% higher rating of bullying for female
students when compared to 17% of male students. Roughly, 30% of adolescents reported being
victimized by bullying (Salmivalli & Peets, 2018). Vossekuil et al. (2002) found that 71% of
violent offenders had a history of being a victim of bullying themselves and, in some cases, the
bullying they experienced was severe and long term. In students’ environment, negative peer
influence can have an effect on the development of adolescents’ extreme beliefs, antisocial
personality traits, and the likelihood of adolescents committing violence (Álvarez-García et al.,
2019). According to Álvarez-García et al. (2019), antisocial friendships have a moderate effect
on an adolescent’s overall antisocial behaviors. As students’ radical and extreme beliefs increase,
validation of their extreme beliefs is often sought from other like-minded individuals (e.g.,
negative peer influence).
Hong et al. (2019) found a positive and low correlation (r = .15) between weapon
carrying and peer victimization. Additionally, adolescent weapon carrying had a low and
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negative correlation with communication with friends (r = -.10) and significant peer relationships
(r = -.07). The authors identified peer social support as beneficial in helping adolescents cope
with stressors, increase their self-esteem, and experience connectedness (Hong et al., 2019).
Positive peer influence prevents engagement in criminal behaviors, whereas negative peer
influence contributes to an increase in delinquent behaviors (Costello, 2010; Hirschi, 1969;
Sommer et al., 2014).
McCoy et al. (2019) indicated that adolescent males were more susceptible to negative
peer influences when compared to females. According to Palomares-Ruiz et al. (2018), peer
relationships are important and peer victimization by female and male adolescents was the initial
phase to peer rejection. Peer victimization can lead to increased feelings of isolation and anxiety
(Rosen et al., 2013; Storch et al., 2003), as well as low self-esteem and depression (BrunsteinKlomek et al., 2007; Rosen et al., 2013). In comparison to females, male adolescents exhibited
increased externalization of problems and higher rates of peer rejection (Sentse et al., 2010).
Conversely to Sentse et al. (2010), in a long-term comparative study, Jenchura et al. (2017)
identified peer rejection as having a significantly greater impact on female adolescents when
compared to males. Also, females who experienced peer rejection in seventh grade showed
significant negative internalization problems once they reached 10th grade. Also, the amount of
family support that seventh grade males had was a long-term benefit in preventing their
development of internalization problems during 10th grade; however, family support for seventh
grade females was not a benefit for preventing their internalization of issues in the 10th grade.
Additionally, Palomares-Ruiz et al. (2018) found that peer victimization had a mild
positive correlation with students’ lack of social support (r = .30) and a moderate positive
correlation with peer rejection (r = .41). A mild positive correlation was found between peer
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rejection and lack of social support for students (r = .21). Withdrawal was shown to predict
increased levels of depression in students ( = .43, p < .001). According to Bonanno and
Levenson (2014), students’ constant isolation from interpersonal connections, such as with peers
can serve as a sign of internal struggles they experience. In a longitudinal correlational study
between parent-adolescent interactions and peer concerns for middle school students, Dickson et
al. (2019) found positive correlations between derisive parenting and adolescents’ difficulties
regulating anger (e.g., aggression, negative affect, or hostility) in seventh grade (r = .35), eighth
grade (r = .30), and ninth grade (r = .31). Additionally, a mild positive correlation was found
between a negative parent-child relationship and subsequent bullying problems in seventh grade
(r = .25), eighth grade (r = .32), and ninth grade (r = .23).
Also, bullying in schools has long-term negative effects on students’ psychosocial
development that can lead to continuing mental health concerns and psychiatric disorders
(Copeland et al., 2013; Juvonen & Graham, 2014; Sommer et al., 2014). Palomares-Ruiz et al.
(2018) reported that bullying in school systems leads to higher incidents of peer rejection,
isolation, and lack of social support for students, which contributed to their emotional distress.
Victimization of bullying impacts students’ emotionally, cognitively, and socially as well as
contributing to their internalizing problems and externalizing behaviors (Juvonen & Graham,
2014; Malecki et al., 2015). Victimization of bullying can lead to depression, anxiety, and
psychosomatic symptoms as well as academic and externalized behavioral problems (Dickson et
al., 2019; Juvonen & Graham, 2014).
Students’ preoccupations with violent thoughts combined with negative peer influence
create the likelihood of student violence and engagement in risky or violent behaviors (Hirschi,
1969; Langman, 2009; O’Toole, 2000). According to Tomé et al. (2012), interpersonal
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relationships play a key role for adolescents, such that, their risky behaviors can increase when
they had a greater number of friends engaged in risky behaviors; whereas, if friends did not
engage in risky behaviors, a protective factor existed against students’ risky behaviors.
Additionally, students’ existing extreme beliefs can be reinforced by negative influences and
shared radicalized ideologies of peers (Hirschi, 1969; Langman, 2009; Sommer et al., 2014; Trip
et al., 2019). Prinstein and Dodge (2008) identified negative peer dynamics as a primary
predictor of an adolescent’s engagement in aggressive or risky behaviors. For middle school
aged students, victimization by peers is common during their developmental period as increasing
focus and attention are placed on peers (Rosen et al., 2013). According to Mrug et al. (2012),
peer influence also plays a role in the development of externalizing behaviors.
School Attachment
According to Hirschi (1969), students’ attachment to school is an adolescent’s “academic
competence,” [positive] “attitudes toward school,” and “concern for opinion of teachers”
(Hirschi, 2002, pp. 111, 129, 132). Positive attachment to school and classroom settings provides
students with a sense of security and allows for positive socialization with peers (Bergin &
Bergin, 2009). School climate serves as a protective factor for students’ overall emotional
wellbeing that contributes to their positive behavioral and social outcomes (Lester & Cross,
2015; Varela et al., 2019). Also, students’ positive connection with their school environment
promotes their feelings of safety and decreases the likelihood of students committing violence
(Espelage & Hong, 2019).
According to Frey et al. (2009), when adolescent attachment to school existed, violent
behaviors and aggressive beliefs of adolescents decreased. Exposure to violence in schools has
been shown to negatively impact the climate in schools while increasing adolescent delinquency.
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According to Janosz et al. (2008), exposure to school violence predicted the development of
adolescent externalizing behaviors. Also, the relationship between students and school personnel
is important, as a large portion of adolescents’ time is spent at school (Hong et al., 2019).
Positive relationships with school personnel and school environments serve as a protective factor
against aversive psychological outcomes and are beneficial to students’ emotional, social, and
mental health functioning (Lester & Cross, 2015; Varela et al., 2019). More specifically, positive
teacher and student relationships promote a positive school climate and contribute to students’
overall well-being (Varela et al., 2019). For example, Frey et al. (2009) reported that positive
relationships and support from teachers were associated with a positive school climate and
students increased in academic motivation. According to Espelage and Hong (2019), when a
positive school climate exists, students are more likely to seek help from school personnel when
students are bullied, have personal issues, and are exposed to violence. Further, Lee and Song
(2012) found that when a positive school climate exists, bullying behaviors decreased (r = -.12).
Whereas, when a negative school climate existed the potential of bullying and instances of
violence increased, which impacted the connection between students and their school (Espelage
& Hong, 2019; Lee & Song, 2012).
The likelihood of violence increases when students do not consider the opinions of school
personnel important and when students feel unattached from their school environment (Hirschi,
1969). A negative school climate impacts students’ overall relationship with their academic
environment and creates a lack of concern for consequences after an act of violence is
committed. According to the Indicators of School Crime and Safety (2019) report, female
students, ages 12 to 18 had higher rates of concern or fear of an attack or being harmed at school
when compared to male students. Additionally, when compared to students at suburban schools,
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students in urban schools reported having higher rates of concern, fearing attacks more, or being
harmed at school. Similarly, Livingston et al. (2019) found that rural and suburban school
systems (relative risk [RR] = 3.74, 95% CI [1.82, 7.67]) with a predominately White student
population (RR = 1.85, 95% CI [1.19, 2.88]) have a greater number and more severe school
shootings when compared to schools with different demographics. In a longitudinal study
analyzing social bonds with parents, peers, and schools; Huijsmans et al. (2019) indicated that
adolescent delinquent behaviors decreased when students were committed to school and had
parental support. Additionally, when students’ commitment to school remained stable throughout
their adolescence, delinquent behaviors decreased.
Adolescent Exposure to Violence
In addition to the four major factors of internalizing problems, extreme beliefs,
externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment that can impact adolescents; two contributing
factors of adolescent violence and exposure to violence are low socioeconomic status (SES; Blair
& Raver, 2012; Like & Cobbina, 2018; Perez et al., 2018) and environment (Chang et al., 2019;
Estrada-Marinez et al., 2012; Like & Cobbina, 2018).
Low Socioeconomic Status
Low SES is a pervasive problem throughout the United States that can contribute to
students’ internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment
(Blair & River, 2012; Peterson & Dutton, 2019). Violent incidents that impact families have
increased from 32% to 48% for lowest income households of less than $25,000 (Morgan &
Oudekerk, 2019). From 2017 to 2018, when simple assault in lower SES household reports were
omitted, rates of victimization of individuals 12 years and older had also increased from 12.60%

56

to 19%. Also, when omitting simple assault, an increase from 7.70% to 9.60% of victimizations
against females 12 years and older were found.
In lower income neighborhoods and households that are exposed to higher levels of
violence, an additional negative impact on students and their families occurs (Like & Cobbina,
2018; Melendez et al., 2016; Morgan & Oudekerk, 2019; Perez et al., 2018; Watson &
McLanahan, 2011). Blair and River (2012) highlighted the aversive effects of SES on students’
overall mental health, including the negative influence SES has on their academic performance
and psychosocial development. Also, the authors emphasized the vicarious effects students
experience because of their parents who can also be experiencing emotional distress, anger,
depression, and negative behaviors that are linked to their family’s low SES.
Environment
Environmental exposure to violence; such as communities with crime, gangs and
homelessness as well as frequent family moves can be unsafe, unpredictable, and unstable for
adolescents (Chang et al., 2019). Also, negative environmental influences increase the chance for
adolescent aggression and social deviance (Chang et al., 2019; Doom et al., 2016; Simpson et al.,
2012; Zuo et al., 2018). More specifically, Estrada-Marinez et al. (2012) found that African
American adolescents who were exposed to high levels of environmental stressors (e.g., daily
stress  = .32, p < .001, financial problems  = .07, p < .001, community stress  = .09, p < .001,
and racial discrimination  = .08, p < .001) were at an increased chance of developing mental
health problems (e.g., depression). Additionally, the authors found that African American
adolescents who were exposed to high levels of environmental stressors (e.g., daily stress  =
.01, p < .001 and racial discrimination  = .007, p < .001) were shown to have an increased
chance of violent behaviors. Negative environments that include crime, substance use, and
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violence can also increase adolescents’ perceptions of a lack of safety and increase their drive for
survival (Chang et al., 2019). Exposure to environmental violence was shown to contribute to
both male and female adolescents’ internalizing and externalizing problems (Mrug & Windle,
2010; Youngstrom et al., 2003). One method of assessing environmental influences on
adolescent violence is Hastings (1997) Screen for Adolescent Violence Exposure (SAVE) to
violence at school, home, and community settings using three factors; traumatic violence,
indirect violence, and interpersonal aggression.
For underserved minority populations, intersectionality of various cultural groups (i.e.,
low SES, unemployment, racial backgrounds, and family dynamic issues) creates a unique
culture that can be a means for adolescents to choose negative survival behaviors like engaging
in violent and criminal behaviors (Like & Cobbina, 2018). Like and Cobbina (2018) suggested
that in response to low SES status and environmental violence, people create an oppositional
culture that deviates from the norm and lacks acceptance of societal norms. For adolescents in
particular, the creation of an oppositional culture and disregard for societal norms can impact the
development of their extreme beliefs.
In comparative research, Asian American females had higher rates of developing
internalizing problems after exposure to violence; whereas, African American adolescent males
experienced overall higher rates of violent experiences (Chen, 2018). Mrug and Windle (2010)
found mild positive correlations between exposure to violence at school with adolescent anxiety
(r =.18) and depression (r = .13); whereas, exposure to violence at home was mildly correlated
with anxiety (r = .21) and aggression (r = .22). Additionally, the authors found mild correlations
between exposure to community violence and adolescent delinquency (r = .14). Similar to Mrug
and Windle (2010), Ozer and Weinstein (2010) found a mild positive correlation between
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adolescents who were exposed to violence and their increased Post Traumatic Stress Disorder
(PTSD; r = .29) and depression (r = .15).
Assessment of School Violence
Assessment and evaluation of students who need assistance to decrease violence is one
method of addressing the concern of school violence. More and more, various types of threat
assessments are widely utilized throughout school systems, even mandated in states like Virginia
(Cornell et al., 2017). In a statewide analysis of threat assessment implementation in Virginia,
Cornell et al. (2017) found that threats of homicide (22.50%) and battery (18.20%) were most
commonly assessed, with only 30.50% of threats deemed serious and 3.30% of students acted on
their threat. Also, elementary school students had the highest rates of threats assessed (46.30%),
followed by middle school students (30.70%), then high school (23%). The predominate targets
were other students (68.20%) and faculty (14.50%). Cornell et al. (2017) stated that reasons for
elementary and middle school students who communicated the most threats could be attributed
to the impulsive and reckless choices that are characteristic of a particular developmental stage.
Although threats of school violence should be taken seriously and explored for validity, O’Toole
(2002) cautioned that all threats do not lead to violence or harm.
District policies that adhere to two main types of evaluative assessments of potential
offenders include multitiered assessments and UMHS assessments. Multitiered assessments are
used to evaluate a threat that has been communicated by a student in order to assess the possible
threat for school violence before the violence occurs (O’Toole, 2000). Similar to O’Toole
(2000), who is a prominent figure in the FBI and criminology discipline, the NTAC (2020)
supported the utilization of a multitiered assessment approach that include important methods in
the evaluation process of the overall level of student threat of violence. In comparison, UMHS

59

assessments are used in schools based on school personnel’s concerns regarding students with
behavioral or mental health needs. UMHS assessments are used when school personnel choose a
specific assessment to address an existing problem that they are aware of, such as students in
middle school exhibiting externalizing behaviors. For example, using a chosen UMHS
assessment, all middle school students are screened with a year goal to reduce students’
externalizing behaviors and to refer to counseling any students immediately needing further
assistance. After a holiday break, a second screening is completed of all middle school students
to see if the externalizing behaviors have decreased or if students need a referral to counseling.
Multitiered Assessments
When using a multitiered threat assessment, O’Toole (2000) outlined three methods for
evaluating a threat that should be included. First, evaluation of a threat should include
determining any “specific, plausible details” (e.g., the means and specific time, date, and
location of the violence, p. 7). Evaluators should examine the rationale for a threat, any specific
target, and details of the violent plan. The more detailed a plan is, the more severe a threat exists.
Second, the “emotional content of the threat” (p. 8) serves as a method to evaluate the mental
status of an offender who expressed a threat. When the emotional content is examined, often the
degree of internalizing problems becomes evident through the alarming communications
expressed by an offender (Leuschner et al., 2011; Leuschner et al., 2017; Terzian et al., 2011).
Finally, “precipitating stressors” (p. 8) or the primary grievance of the negative occurrences or
reactions that arise prior to the expression of the threat should be evaluated (O’Toole, 2000;
Silver et al., 2018). Generally, after a primary grievance (Silver et al., 2018), an offender will
engage in a preparation stage prior to the act of violence. The impact of an overall stressor
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depends on the preexisting temperament and personality characteristics of an offender (O’Toole,
2000).
A commonly used and widely researched multitiered threat assessment is the Virginia
Model for Student Threat Assessment (Cornell, 2007) that was developed in response to the
reports of school violence by the FBI (O’Toole, 2000), United States Secret Service, and United
States Department of Education (Vossekuil et al., 2002). Although the FBI typically uses a
psychological profile to identify and detain offenders, the use of a profile is not recommended
for school violence offenders due to the potential dangers of biases or stereotypes of students
who may need help (O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al., 2018). The Virginia Model for Student Threat
Assessment is a seven-step multitiered and multidisciplinary team (e.g., principals, school
counselors, school psychologists, and teachers) approach to threat assessment that has been
empirically validated and replicated (Cornell, 2007). Recommendations for a low level include
“reprimand, parental notification, or other disciplinary action. Student may be required to make
amends and attend mediation or counseling” (p. 6). Recommendations for a moderate level
include “take immediate precautions to protect potential victims, including notifying intended
victim and victim’s parents, notify student’s parents, consider contacting law enforcement, refer
student for counseling, dispute mediation, or other appropriate intervention, and discipline
student as appropriate to severity and chronicity of situation” (p. 6). Contacting law enforcement
should be considered when a moderate level threat is made and conduct a crisis evaluation to
determine the need. Finally, recommendations for substantive and very serious concerns, high
level include “take immediate precautions to protect potential victims, including notifying
intended victim and victim’s parents, consult with law enforcement, notify student’s parents,
begin a mental health evaluation of the student, and discipline student as appropriate” (p. 6).
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Additionally, for severe concerns, safety plan recommendations include “complete a written
plan, maintain contact with the student, and revise the plan as needed” (Cornell, 2007, p. 6).
Similar to the Virginia Model for Student Threat Assessment is the Salem-Keizer Threat
Assessment System (STAS) that was developed following the reports by the FBI (O’Toole,
2000), United States Secret Service, and United States Department of Education (Vossekuil et
al., 2002). The STAS development was a collaborative effort among local school districts, law
enforcement, and mental health agencies to allow for different professional views (Salem-Keizer
School District, n.d.; Van Dreal et al., 2017). Similar to the Virginia Model for Student Threat
Assessment, the STAS includes a flow chart (Salem-Keizer School District, n.d.; Van Dreal,
2011). Unique to the STAS is two levels to a screening process, including a multidisciplinary site
team at the school (e.g., administrators, school counselor, teachers, and campus monitor) and, if
the situation requires, a multiagency community team (e.g., school district, law enforcement,
mental health agencies, Children’s Protective Services, and Juvenile Justice). The level of a
student’s threat and plan are examined as well as the student’s history of aggression or violence
(Salem-Keizer School District, n.d.; Van Dreal, 2011). Additionally, the STAS includes
interviews with a student as well as peers, teachers, parents, and witnesses (Salem-Keizer School
District, n.d.; Van Dreal, 2011). A plan is developed to protect the target of the threat (e.g.,
another student or teacher) and how communication with school personnel will occur as well as
procedures for families (Salem-Keizer School District, n.d.; Van Dreal, 2011).
Structured assessments can be used as an additive component to the overall threat
assessment process. Copelan and Ashley (2005) developed the Adolescent and Child Urgent
Threat Evaluation (ACUTE) assessment that includes 27 items to determine the risk level (i.e.,
low, moderate, high, severe clinical risk factors) for near-future violence among students. The
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ACUTE determines the level of risk for a student’s actual, attempted, or threatened harm to self
or others with an internal consistency ranging from .70 to .85. Items are indicated with a yes or
no answer and categorized into four domains, including threat cluster characteristics,
precipitating characteristics, predisposing characteristics, and impulsivity indicators. While the
ACUTE can be utilized in a variety of settings, particular to school environments, the assessment
is utilized as a component to the threat assessment protocol and by threat assessment teams.
In addition to Copelan and Ashley’s (2005) assessment, Schneller (2005) developed the
Psychological Evaluation & Threat Risk Assessment (PETRA) that evaluates the level of risk
after a student communicates a threat. The PETRA uses a 4-point Likert scale to score 60 items
across four domains, including the psychological, ecological, resiliency problems, and total
domain (i.e., an average of the psychological, ecological, resiliency problems domain). The
PETRA assists with identifying, assessing psychosocial symptoms, intervening, and determining
treatment for adolescents who need assistance. Among the 60 items, eight were identified as
critical items (i.e., bullying, weapons carrying, homicidal and suicidal ideation, loss, accessibility
to weapons, and abuse). Similar to the ACUTE assessment, the PETRA is also used in
conjunction with established threat assessment procedures as the results assist with classifying
the threat as low, medium, or high risk.
Universal Mental Health Screening Assessments
When using a UMHS assessment, school personnel screen a group of students at certain
times of the school year to address a specific concern, such as externalizing behaviors
(Goodman-Scott et al., 2019). An example of a UMHS tool is the Systematic Screening for
Behavior Disorders (SSBD) that includes two subscales with high internal consistency (i.e.,
Adaptive Behavior, r = .85 - .94; Maladaptive, r = 82 - .92.; Systematic Screening for Behavior
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Disorders [SSBD], n.d.; Walker et al., 2014). The SSBD is a commonly used and a wellestablished screening tool used with students in grades 1 through 9 to first screen and identify a
target group of students who may be exhibit internalizing (e.g., shyness, fearful, spending time
alone, and not participating in games) or externalizing behaviors (e.g., aggression, tantrums,
hyperactivity, stealing, and not adhering to rules). Also, the target student group is observed.
Three other UMHS assessment examples are the Student Risk Screening ScaleInternalizing and Externalizing (SRSS-IE), Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC),
and Resiliency Scales for Children and Adolescents (RSCA). The second UMHS assessment is
the SRSS-IE that is a commonly utilized and researched assessment to screen for middle and
high school students’ likelihood of developing internalizing and externalizing problems, with
high internal consistency ranging in the .80s (Lane et al., 2012; Lane et al., 2016). The SRSS-IE
items assess externalizing behavioral problems that include stealing, deceptive behavior,
behavioral problems, peer rejection, aggressive behavior, academic decline, and negative
attitude. Additionally, the SRSS-IE items for internalizing problems include peer rejection,
emotionally flat, shy, sad, anxious, and lonely. Unique to the SSRS-IE is the inclusion of peer
rejection in both subscales when assessing middle and high school students.
The third example is the BASC that is a commonly used screening tool to assess
intrapersonal competencies based on four subscales; externalizing and internalizing problems,
adaptative skills, and school problems (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2015). The BASC has high
internal consistency for the overall assessment (r > .80s) and subscales (r < .80s). The fourth
UMHS example is the RSCA that screens for the level of resiliency in children and adolescents
using three scales; mastery (e.g., self-efficacy and adaptivity), relatedness (e.g., trust, support,
and comfort), and reactivity (e.g., sensitivity and impairment; Prince-Embury, 2006). The RSCA
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is used to screen children and adolescents who may experience depression, anxiety, bullying,
trauma as well as familial issues. The RSCA has high internal consistency (r = .90 - .94; Saetren
et al., 2019). Although a UMHS tool is beneficial for some aspects of school counseling; for
school violence situations, UMHS is not recommended because of the possibility that a student
would be profiled based on risk factors and labeled as at risk (O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al., 2018).
Assessments
Divergent disciplines (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology) vary in
their views regarding assessment of adolescents. However, various disciplines recognize that
adolescents’ internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of
attachment are specific factors that impact students who may commit violence. Several schoolbased assessments are available to assess the four constructs.
Assessment of Internalizing Problems
Two frequently used assessments of internalizing problems are the Patient-Reported
Outcomes Measurement Information System (PROMIS) and Beck Depression Inventory (BDI).
The PROMIS, a self-report measure, is used to assess social, mental, and physical health of
children and adults. Specific to mental health, the PROMIS is used to assess three constructs of
emotional distress; anxiety, depression, and anger (Pilkonis et al., 2011). However, the PROMIS
does not assess severe mental health components (i.e., paranoia or antisocial traits). The
PROMIS Short Form has high internal consistency (r = .90). The BDI, the second school-based
assessment, is a well-researched and commonly utilized self-report inventory that consists of 21
items that is used to assess symptoms of depression (e.g., mood, suicidal ideation, negative selfconcept, withdrawal, and irritability), which overlap with signs and symptoms of internalizing
problems. The BDI has medium to high internal consistency (r =.73 - .92; Beck et al., 1988).
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Although the BDI is a notable assessment, the BDI specifically measures depressive symptoms,
not other emotional symptomology (i.e., anxiety, paranoia, or academic decline).
Assessment of Extreme Beliefs
Four frequently used school-based assessments for extreme beliefs about violence are the
Student Survey on Violence-Attitudes and Behaviors (SSV-AB), Attitude Towards Delinquency
Scale (ATDS), Adolescent Coping Orientation for Problem Experiences (A-COPE), and Coping
Strategy Index (CSI). The first and second school-based assessments, the SSV-AB and ATDS
are used to assess adolescents’ attitudes towards violence. The SSV-AB is used with middle
school and high school students to assess their beliefs about acceptability of violence,
specifically measuring for perceived violence at school, attitudes towards violence, and recent
acts of violence (i.e., within the past 30 days). O’Neill (2002) used the SSV-AB in urban and
suburban school systems, mostly low to middle SES neighborhoods. The SSV-AB has a medium
internal consistency (r > .70). Whereas, the ATDS was initially developed by the Houston
Community Demonstration Project (1993) and later adapted by Bosworth and Espelage (1995) as
the Self-Efficacy Teen Conflict Survey (STCS). The STCS consists of five items that measures
middle school students’ confidence in their ability to control their anger and sustain from
violence with peers. The STCS has medium internal consistency (r = .67). The third schoolbased assessment, the A-COPE is a well-established and commonly used assessment for
adolescents that includes 54 items categorized by three general coping factors (i.e., problem,
cognitive, and emotion; r = .50 - .75; Chapman & Mullis, 2000). The fourth school-based
assessment, the CSI is a well-established assessment for adolescents that includes 72 items, with
medium to high reliability (r = .70 - .94; Tobin, 1991). A unique characteristic of the CSI is that
an adolescent first describes a stressful event, then is prompted to respond to an item based on a
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written description. However, both the A-COPE and CSI are limited in that they only have items
to evaluate coping skills, rather than a wide range of items to measure adolescent violence.
Assessment of Externalizing Behaviors
Three commonly used school-based assessments of externalizing behaviors are
observations of students as well as the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) and Problem Behavior
Frequency Scale (PBFS). In an environment, the first school-based assessment, observations of
an adolescent’s behaviors are used based on an expected norm for a behavior (e.g., adhering to
academic rules and expectations; Bagner et al., 2010). School observations of adolescents allow
school personnel to track and monitor any externalized behavioral changes that occur in
adolescents. Although observations are commonly utilized in school and social settings,
observing students can create bias and subjectivity in responses of an evaluator. The second
school-based assessment, the CBCL is a widely researched and a commonly used assessment for
analyzing a student’s behaviors and psychological problems through teacher and parent report
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983). The CBCL includes items that assess conduct problems,
attention issues, social problems, anxiety, oppositional defiance, shyness, and depression; with
medium to high internal consistency (r = .63 - .97). The CBCL relies on teacher and parent
evaluation and responses.
The third school-based assessment, the PBFS is an empirically tested and commonly used
assessment for both aggression and victimization; whereas, prior assessment measures did not
include that combination (Dahlberg et al., 2005; Farrell et al., 2016). The PBFS is a self-report
assessment by adolescents that measures areas of aggression (e.g., verbal, physical, and
relational), problematic behaviors (e.g., delinquent behavior and drug use), and victimization
which includes overt victimization (e.g., physical or verbal threats, insults, and behaviors) and
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relational victimization (e.g., negative gossip or exclusion; Dahlberg et al., 2005; Farrell et al.,
2016). The PBFS has medium to high internal consistency that ranges from .72 to .88 (Farrell et
al., 1992). The PBFS includes multiple items related to aggression, interpersonal problems, and
externalizing problems; however, the assessment lacks items that assess student suicidal
behaviors and leakage, which are important components of adolescent violence and are identified
in the criminology literature (Meloy & O’Toole, 2011).
Assessment of Lack of Attachment
The five commonly used school-based assessments for lack of attachment are the Adult
Attachment Interview, Inventory for Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA), Multidimensional
Peer-Victimization Scale, Peer Victimization Scale, and Revised Adolescent Social Experience
Questionnaire. The Adult Attachment Interview is a commonly used narrative and semistructured interview of conscious and unconscious attachment style that can be adapted for use
with adolescents (Main, 1995). The interviewees are asked a series of questions to determine
parent attachment styles. For example, questions include having an adolescent use five descriptor
words for the relationship with the adolescent’s parents during childhood and corresponding
memories to support the descriptors, determining if an adolescent ever felt rejected or threatened,
and any identifiable effect of an adolescent’s personality. The interview takes roughly one hour
(George et al., 1996). A second school-based assessment developed by Armsden and Greenburg
(1987) is the IPPA used to assess adolescents’ and young adults’ attachment to parents and peers
using three factors (i.e., trust, communication, and extent of anger and alienation). The IPPA
consists of 28 items to assess parent attachment (r = .72 - .92) and 25 items to assess peer
attachment (r = .40 - .76), which are scored on a 5-point Likert scale.

68

Additionally, the third school-based assessment, the Multidimensional PeerVictimization Scale consists of 16 items used to assess physical ( = .85) and verbal
victimization ( = .75), social manipulation ( = .77), and property attacks ( = .73; Mynard &
Joseph, 2000). A fourth assessment is the Peer Victimization Scale that includes six items to
assess victimization of bullying in schools for students ranging in ages from 8 to 11, with a
Cronbach’s alpha of .83 (Austin & Joseph, 1996). Finally, the Revised Adolescent Social
Experience Questionnaire is used to assess social victimization (i.e., hateful gossip, rejection,
and peer manipulation), with high internal consistency (r > .90) and overt victimization (i.e.,
physical or verbal attacks), with good internal consistency (r > .78).
Summary
Throughout Chapter II, the literature and research for the four constructs (i.e.,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment) were
outlined. Crisis counseling in schools was reviewed and a theoretical framework of adolescent
development and violence with a focus on adolescents’ internalizing problems, extreme beliefs,
externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment of the four constructs were provided. The
literature on adolescent exposure to violence and a description of types of assessments (i.e.,
multitiered threat assessments and UMHS tools) used in schools were provided. Finally, existing
assessments of pertaining to the constructs are reviewed.
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Chapter III
Research Design
Chapter III is organized into seven sections. In the first section, the five main research
questions are provided. In the second section, the research design of the proposed instrument is
provided, including the design and construction of the instrument, which is followed by the third
section, the outline of the participants and sample criteria. In the fourth section, the instruments
that were used are outlined. The fifth and sixth sections includes an overview of the sampling
procedures that were followed and the data collections procedures are outlined. Finally, in the
seventh section, an outline is provided of the data analysis methods that were used to evaluate
the proposed instrument, the Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA).
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Question One
What is the overall factor structure of the Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention
Assessment (ISVPA)?
Hypothesis One
Factors were derived from the items included in the ISVPA.
Research Question Two
What is the validity of the ISVPA to assess a student’s risk level for school violence (i.e.,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment)?
Hypothesis Two
The ISVPA is a valid measure to assess a student’s risk level for school violence (i.e.,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment).
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Research Question Three
What is the reliability of the ISVPA to assess a student’s risk level for school violence
(i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment)?
Hypothesis Three
The ISVPA is a reliable measure to assess a student’s risk level for school violence (i.e.,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment).
Research Question Four
Is there a significant relationship between school personnel’s demographics (i.e., age,
gender, ethnicity, professional role, and grade level) and students’ risk level for school violence
(i.e., ISVPA scores)?
Hypothesis Four
A significant relationship exists between school personnel’s demographics (i.e., age,
gender, ethnicity, professional role, and grade level) and students’ risk level for school violence
(i.e., ISVPA scores).
Research Question Five
Is there a significant relationship between school personnel’s assessment of students’ risk
level for school violence (i.e., ISVPA scores) and students’ demographics (i.e., age, gender,
ethnicity, and grade level)?
Hypothesis Five
A significant relationship exists between school personnel’s assessment of students’ risk
level for school violence (i.e., ISVPA scores) and students’ demographics (i.e., age, gender,
ethnicity, and grade level).
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Research Design
For the present research, a quantitative research design was planned to initially develop
and conduct validity and reliability testing of an interdisciplinary school violence prevention
assessment, the ISVPA. For the research design, an exploratory factor analysis was planned.
Additional correlations were planned to analyze the participants’ demographics and ISVPA
scores.
Participants
For the planned research, the participants were to be middle school personnel (i.e., sixth,
seventh, or eighth grade teachers, principals, and school counselors) from schools in the southern
region of the United States (i.e., Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia, and West Virginia). School personnel are important to the assessment of students
predominately due to school personnel’s consistent interaction and familiarity with students and
the ability of school personnel to notice changes in students (Cornell, 2020; O’Brennan et al.,
2019).
Sample Size and Criteria
When conducting an exploratory factor analysis, sample size is an important
consideration. A general rule for a factor analysis is to have 10 participants per instrument item
(Benson & Clark, 1982; Nunnaly, 1978). In the present research, based on the initial 67 items to
be included in the ISVPA, the sample size for participation was approximately 670 participants.
The criteria for participation were sixth, seventh, or eighth grade school personnel (i.e., teachers,
principals, and school counselors).
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Instruments
Five instruments were used: (a) Expert Panel Survey, (b) Focus Group Survey, (c), Peer
Review Evaluation, (d) Participants’ Demographic Questionnaire, and (e) Interdisciplinary
School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA).
Establishing the Instrument Constructs
According to DeVellis (2017), the development of an assessment should include four
steps: (a) establishing the constructs, (b) generating the item pool, (c) determining the format,
and (d) utilizing an expert panel. When psychological occurrences are measured, assessments
should be well established and thoroughly conceptualized (DeVellis, 2017). Threat assessment
procedures are widely supported as a preventive approach to school violence. Existing threat
assessments provide a step process to evaluate the contributing factors that impact a student and
existing evaluative tools assess for violence through a unilateral lens (i.e., the Virginia Model of
Threat Assessment by Cornell and Sheras, [2005], the STAS by Salem Keizer School District
[n.d.] and Van Dreal et al. [2017], the PETRA by Schneller [2005], and the ACUTE by Copelan
and Ashley [2005]). In the present research, an instrument was developed and based on an
interdisciplinary approach to be used in conjunction with existing threat assessment procedures
(i.e., assessments used to evaluate a communicated threat) to identify areas of student concerns
and to connect students to counseling services.
For the present research, the planned instrument development was supported by four
constructs described in the research literature: (a) internalizing problems (Powers & Bierman,
2012; Vossekuil et al., 2002; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000), (b) extreme beliefs (McCauley &
Moskalenko, 2008; O’Toole, 2000; Trip et al., 2019; Vossekuil et al., 2002), (c) externalizing
behaviors (Miller & Eisenberg, 1988), and (d) lack of attachment (Bowlby, 1969; Hirschi, 1969).
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According to DeVellis (2017), a strong foundation in empirical literature of a construct
strengthens the development of an assessment, such as the ISVPA. In the present research,
internalizing problems was defined as “a core disturbance in intropunitive emotions and moods
(e.g., sorrow, guilt, fear, and worry)” (Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000, p. 443). Extreme beliefs were
defined as “profound convictions opposed to the fundamental values of society, the laws of
democracy and the universal human rights, advocating the supremacy of a certain group (racial,
religious, political, economic, social, etc.)” (Trip et al., 2019, p. 1). Externalizing behaviors were
defined as “the negative behaviors [that] tend to be expressed outwardly and are likely to directly
affect other people and society at large...behaviors that seemingly reflect less awareness of or
concern for the affective consequences of one's behavior for others" (Miller & Eisenberg, 1988,
p. 325). Lack of attachment was defined as “the process of becoming alienated from others
[parents, peers, and school]” (Hirschi, 1969, p. 18). The four constructs give context and
background to student concerns and possible threats to others’ safety. The ISVPA was developed
as an interdisciplinary approach to assess the four constructs and an additional method for school
violence prevention to proactively connect students to counseling services.
Generating the Item Pool
When using an exploratory analysis, the number of items selected is an important
consideration (Clark & Watson, 2019; MacCallum et al., 1999). Benson and Clark (1982)
recommended initially doubling the number of items for the final instrument. In the present
research, the initial item pool of 67 items was established based on what was conducive with the
instrument purpose to assess for the underlying constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme
beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment) that negatively impact students and
could contribute to violence in schools.
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First, 16 items were grounded in the available literature on internalizing problems
(Powers & Bierman, 2012; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000). Items to assess internalizing problems: “In
the last 30 days, how [frequent or severe] has the student [expressed or demonstrated]” (1)
nervousness, (2) low self-esteem, (3) anxiety, (4) sadness, (5) direct suicidal ideation (e.g., plan,
intent, means), (6) self-critical comments, (7) victim of bullying, (8) psychosomatic symptoms
(e.g., headaches, stomachaches), (9) being fearful, (10) indirect suicidal ideation (e.g.,
hopelessness, self-destructive), (11) spends time alone, (12) decreased academic performance,
(13) withdrawn, (14) low self-confidence, (15) nervous behaviors (e.g., hand wringing, leg
shaking), and (16) no guilt for harming others.
Next, 11 items were used to assess extreme beliefs: “In the last 30 days, how [frequent or
severe] has the student [expressed or demonstrated]” (1) threat(s) towards self (e.g., suicide
ideation or suicide attempt), (2) threat(s) towards others (e.g., school personnel, peers), (3)
threat(s) towards school (e.g., school shooting), (4) indirect threat(s) in writing (e.g., “If I had the
chance I would”), (5) indirect threat(s) in drawings (e.g., drawing of snakes, alligator), (6) beliefs
about being wronged, (7) beliefs about being treated unfairly, (8) difficulty accepting
responsibility for own actions, (9) difficulty accepting being wrong in situations, (10) difficulty
accepting failure, and (11) extreme beliefs (e.g., thinks hurting others or school shootings are
justified; Hirschi, 1969; O’Toole, 2000; Vossekuil et al., 2002).
Also, 25 items were developed to assess externalizing behaviors: “In the last 30 days,
how [frequent or severe] has the student [expressed or demonstrated]” (1) suicidal behavior
(e.g., past suicide attempts), (2) paranoid thoughts, (3) anger, (4) researching about violence, (5)
self-harm (e.g., cutting self), (6) specific details of intended violence, (7) identifies with past
offenders (e.g., Columbine shooters), (8) suspicious of others, (9) obtaining a weapon(s), (10)

75

lacks remorse, (11) loses temper easily, (12) physical fights with peers, (13) impulsive (e.g.,
difficulty waiting turns, acting without thinking of consequences), (14) disregard for rules, (15)
fixated or obsessed with intended targets, (16) aggressive towards others, (17) difficulty dealing
with losses, (18) anger outbursts, (19) behavioral problems in class, (20) leakage (e.g., harmful
intent made in writings, drawings, social media posts, or communicated to peers), (21) verbal
fights with peers, (22) stealing, (23) small-scale violent acts (e.g., assault, bringing a gun to
school), (24) practicing plans to commit intended violence, and (25) substance use (Liu, 2004;
Miller & Eisenberg, 1988; Silver et al., 2018; Vossekuil et al., 2002)
For lack of attachment, 15 items were based in the literature: “In the last 30 days, how
[frequent or severe] has the student [expressed or demonstrated]” (1) parent(s) do not supervise
activities, (2) parent(s) not responding to communication sent home from school, (3) parent(s)
not being receptive to communication sent home from school, (4) parent(s) not being involved in
their academic activities, (5) parent(s) not being involved in academic performance, (6) unable to
maintain long term relationships, (7) unhealthy peer relationships, (8) negative peer influences,
(9) uninterested in school activities, (10) negative attitude towards school, (11) disrespectful
towards school personnel, (12) uninvolved in school activities, (13) dislikes school personnel,
(14) disrespectful towards their parents, and (15) conflicts with parents (Bowlby, 1969; Hirschi,
1969).
Expert Panel Evaluation
For validity, an expert panel reviewed the 67 items. The overarching benefit of an expert
panel allows for feedback regarding the 67 items’ clarity and appropriateness of the four
constructs (Crocker & Aligina, 2008; DeVellis, 2017; Stancliffe et al., 2017; Stolarova et al.,
2014). An expert panel enhances the overall face and content validity of an instrument (Crocker
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& Aligina, 2008; DeVellis, 2017). An email was sent to a total of 61 experts identified from four
divergent disciplines (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology) requesting their
participation (see Appendix A). Of the 61 experts contacted, nine agreed to participate and six
submitted responses. The Expert Panel Survey was used to collect the expert feedback via email
attachment (see Appendix B). The expert panelists were required to meet three of the five
criteria: (a) discipline (i.e., counseling, criminology, psychology, and sociology), (b) knowledge
of one of the four constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing
behaviors, lack of attachment, and N/A), (c) professional specialty area (i.e., school violence,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment), (d)
level of education (i.e., master’s degree or doctoral degree), and (e) published article(s) on one or
more of the constructs. The experts were asked to review each item using the definitions
provided of the four constructs and indicate which of the four constructs fit each item. Second,
experts were asked to indicate whether an item was clear (i.e., easy to understand) and
appropriate (i.e., suitable for the purpose of a risk assessment). Third, experts were asked to
provide any items that they believe were missing and which of the four constructs the item
should be listed. Finally, general feedback was requested.
Focus Group Evaluation
A focus group of graduate students was contacted by emailing one of the University of
New Orleans (UNO) Educational Leadership faculty (see Appendix C). The faculty member
forwarded to the graduate students the research request and informed consent that was included
in the faculty email to the program’s listserv, which contained a Qualtrics link to a survey (see
Appendix D). The focus group members identified as three teachers and one principal. In the
survey, graduate students were asked to preform one task; “indicate if each item that is to be
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included on a school violence prevention assessment for school personnel (e.g., school
counselors, principals, and teachers) is clear (i.e., easy to understand) with a yes or no answer.”
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA) Format
According to DeVellis (2017), the overall format for an assessment is done in tandem
with item generation. Based on the experts’ and focus group members’ evaluation of the 67
items, 38 items were retained for the final format of the Interdisciplinary School Violence
Prevention Assessment (ISVPA). The items were randomized in the ISVPA to address
participant bias. According to Gelin et al. (2003), quadratic effects decrease when using four or
more Likert scale points. The scoring for the 38 items were based on a 4-point Likert scale for
two subscales: (a) Frequency subscale (i.e., 0 = Never, 1 = Rarely, 2 = Sometimes, and 3 = Often)
and (b) Severity subscale (i.e., 0 = N/A, 1 = Low, 2 = Moderate, and 3 = High). Two subscales
were included, frequency and severity. The 38 items were included for each subscale, which
included a score range from 0 to 114. Based on the 38 items, a total score on the frequency
subscale is based on how often a student has expressed or demonstrated any of the four
constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of
attachment). Based on the 38 items, a total score for severity is based on how serious or intense a
student expressed or demonstrated any of the four constructs. The ISVPA scores on both
subscales include three concern levels; low (i.e., 0-37), moderate (i.e., 38-76), and high (i.e., 77114). For internalizing problems (i.e., 18 items), the three concern levels include low (0-17),
moderate (18-36), and high (37-54). For extreme beliefs (i.e., 2 items), the three concern levels
include low (0-2), moderate (3-4), and high (5-6). For externalizing behaviors (i.e., 14 items), the
three concern levels include low (0-13), moderate (14-28), and high (29-42). Finally, for lack of

78

attachment (i.e., 4 items), the three concern levels include low (0-3), moderate (4-8), and high (812).
The three levels were adapted from O’Toole’s (2000) The School Shooter: A Threat
Assessment Perspective. O’Toole’s (2000) low level indicates that while a few contributing
concerns are identified, the “threat…poses a minimal risk to the victim and public safety” (p. 8).
A moderate or medium level indicates a threat “could be carried out, although it may not appear
realistic” and a high level is that a threat “appears to pose an imminent and serious danger to the
safety of others” (O’Toole, 2000, p. 9). O’Toole (2000) stated that at a low level threat a student
is unlikely to act on a threat as the threat may lack focus and details that present a minimal risk to
the identified target. Whereas, a medium level threat includes a student’s threat details that are
more defined and specific to the targeted individual(s), which suggests the student
communicating the threat has taken time to consider acting on the violence. For example, a
student with a medium level threat references a movie that showcases violence in a writing or
shares a potential location for the planned violence. Finally, O’Toole’s high level threat includes
a student describing the details of the violence that are specific and thorough (i.e., person, time,
location, and means) and is an immediate risk of violence to the intended target(s) or general
public. For example, a high level threat involves immediate law enforcement intervention.
For the ISVPA, the context that supports each level (i.e., low, moderate, and high) was
supported in the available literature; however, the levels were framed in the context of
identifying the level of student concerns to reduce or prevent possible risk factors. For the
present research, a low level indicates that no concerns or a few contributing concerns were
indicated (i.e., small number of ISVPA items rated). Two examples using the ISVPA that could
result in a low level (i.e., minimal concerns), with a 0 or 8 score and none or two of the items
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rated at a 4 for each item. However, even though a score of 0 or 8 is considered a low level, it is
possible that a student does have a high level depending on which items were rated (e.g., item
10, identifies with past offenders, Columbine shooters; item 13, threats towards school, and item
19, obtaining weapon[s]). To address a low level concern with a high rated concern(s), an openended question is included on the ISVPA; “Describe any additional information you would like
to provide on the student.” When a low level is the assessment, further evaluation should occur.
For the results of moderate and high levels, a score refers to an increased number of
student concerns (i.e., ISVPA items) that should be considered to provide background context to
the threat assessment procedures. An example with a moderate and high level is a student’s score
of 70 on the frequency subscale (i.e., moderate level) and a score of 110 on the severity subscale
(i.e., high level) that could indicate the student’s concerns are high and referrals for counseling
service are needed. The ISVPA is designed to be used in conjunction with existing threat
assessment procedures. As suggested by Vossekuil et al. (2002), consultation with others, like
members of the multidisciplinary threat assessment team, law enforcement, school
administration, and colleagues (i.e., mental health professionals or physicians) who specialize in
the assessment of violence are encouraged. Despite the final total scores on the frequency and
severity subscales and level of concerns (i.e., low, moderate, and high) that result on the ISVPA,
the student’s concern(s) should be considered in the assessment, as well as consultation with
other school personnel and clinical judgment should be used. Additionally, an unbiased and
objective view should be taken when completing and interpretating the results of the ISVPA to
safeguard against the potential to profile or label a student as at risk.
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Peer Review Group Evaluation
As indicated by Benson and Clark (1982), evaluation from peer reviewers can contribute
to the validation of an instrument. An email was sent to doctoral students through UNO’s
Counselor Education Program COUNDOC listserv that included an informed consent (see
Appendix E). Four UNO graduate counseling doctoral students who were supervisors of a school
counselor agreed to be reviewers. Peer reviewers were asked to preform two tasks that were
included in a Qualtrics link: (a) complete the ISVPA on one student who they remember as being
in the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade and (b) provide any general written feedback about the
ISVPA (see Appendix F).
Participants’ Demographic Questionnaire
Participant demographic information was collected (i.e., middle school personnel;
teachers, principals, and school counselors) using the Demographic Questionnaire (see Appendix
G). The Demographic Questionnaire consisted of five items: (a) age, (b) gender, (c) ethnicity, (d)
professional role (i.e., teacher, principal or school counselor), and (e) grade level (i.e., sixth,
seventh, eighth, or more than one middle school grade). Additionally, participants indicated the
following four demographics to describe a chosen student who they think was impacted by the
factors assessed on the ISVPA: (a) age, (b) gender, (c) ethnicity, and (d) grade level (i.e., sixth,
seventh, or eighth grade). Age was numerically coded. Gender was nominally coded into five
categories: (a) male = 1, (b) female = 2, (c) non-binary = 3, (d) transgender = 4, and (e) other =
5. Ethnicity was nominally coded as: (a) White = 1, (b) Black or African American = 2, (c)
American Indian or Alaska Native = 3, (d) Latino or Hispanic = 4, (e) Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander = 5, and (f) other = 6. School personnel’s role was nominally coded into three
categories: (a) teachers = 1, (b) principals = 2, and (c) school counselors = 3. Grade level was
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nominally coded into four categories: (a) sixth grade= 1, (b) seventh grade = 2, (c) eighth grade =
3, and (d) more than one middle school grade = 4. No individual school names were collected,
nor were the chosen student’s identifying information collected.
Data Collection Procedures
Before data collection procedures occur, the present research was submitted to UNO’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB) for approval. As part of the IRB requirements, all participants
(i.e., school personnel) received an informed consent that outlined the current research (see
Appendix H). The informed consent ensured participation is voluntary. For the participants, the
teachers and principals were anonymous. For school counselors, they were prompted to provide
a contact email address for retest purposes. All data from the school personnel; teachers,
principals, and school counselors were aggregated to protect confidentiality of an individual and
participants were given a code as an identifier.
For the data collection procedures, school personnel were asked to rate each item on both
the Frequency and Severity Subscales on the final version of the ISVPA about one student who
they remember as being in the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade (see Appendix I). Only broad
demographic information was collected from school personnel participants (i.e., age, gender,
ethnicity, professional role, and grade level) and their chosen anonymous student (i.e., age,
gender, ethnicity, and grade level). No data was linked to a particular school, personnel, or
student. Middle school counselors will serve as the retest sample and will be asked to complete
the ISVPA a second time on the same student as they had chosen for the first completion.
School personnel associations were asked to distribute the participant request that
included the informed consent and Qualtrics link to their members (see Appendix H). After
associations agreed, requests to participate in the present research was sent to school personnel
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through email that included a link to the informed consent (see Appendix H), Demographic
Questionnaire (see Appendix G), and ISVPA (see Appendix I).
Research Questions and Data Analysis
The present research planned to include the psychometric analysis of the proposed
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment, the ISVPA. The data analysis
procedures planned were to examine the factor structure, validity, and reliability of the ISVPA.
Research Question One
What is the overall factor structure of the ISVPA?
Data Analysis
Using SPSS, an exploratory factor analysis was planned to examine the first research
question. A factor analysis is a method of data reduction (Field, 2013). A factor analysis assesses
the relationship in a cluster of observable variables with an unobservable variable (i.e., latent
variable), where variables often are represented as an item or question on an instrument (Beavers
et al., 2013; Field, 2013). Latent variables refer to the types of variables that are difficult to
observe, which include thoughts, feelings, behaviors, and attributes (Abell et al., 2009).
An exploratory factor analysis was planned to assess multiple factor rotations. In the final
matrix, the items and inter-item relationships would be provided, and items that should be
removed from the analysis for best fit will be removed from the ISVPA. Examining the variance
and covariance among the items would be used to determine the structure of the instrument and
the existing factors (Field, 2013). A scree plot would be used to graph the eigenvalues for each
factor that emerged. Stevens (2002) recommended a factor loading value of .40 or greater, which
will be used in the present research. Additionally, as stated by Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999),
acceptable Kaiser values range from the .70s to the .90s, which would be used.
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Research Question Two
What is the validity of the ISVPA to assess a student’s risk level for school violence (i.e.,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment)?
Data Analysis
The process of validation ensures the instrument has measured what it was designed to
measure (Abell et al., 2009; Dimitrov, 2012; Field, 2013). The proposed research utilized two
types of validity; content and construct.
Content Validity. Content validity was planned through the use of an expert panel
(Benson & Clark, 1982; DeVellis, 2017; Ding, 2019; Vrbnjak et al., 2016; Zelt et al., 2018). An
expert panel provides feedback, judgment, and perspective towards an instrument’s overall
clarity, appropriateness of items regarding the construct, and scale construction (DeVellis, 2017;
Dimitrov, 2012; Vrbnjak et al., 2016). Results from the expert panel are important to item
modification, elimination, and may enhance content validity (Zelt et al., 2018). In the present
research, expert panelists are required to meet three of the five criteria: (a) discipline (i.e.,
counseling, criminology, psychology, and sociology), (b) knowledge of one of the four
constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, lack of
attachment, and N/A), (c) professional specialty area (i.e., school violence, internalizing
problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment), (d) level of
education (i.e., master’s degree or doctoral degree), and (e) published article(s) on one or more
of the constructs. Once expert panelists agree to participate and meet the criteria requirements,
they were asked to perform four tasks: (a) indicate which of the four constructs (i.e., internalizing
problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment) fits each item, (b)
indicate with a yes or no, whether each item is clear (e.g., easy to understand) and appropriate
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(e.g., suitable for the purpose of a risk assessment), (c) provide any items that the panelist
believes are missing and which of the four constructs the item should be listed, and (d) provide
general feedback (see Appendix A).
As suggested by Benson and Clark (1982), additional feedback from a target group
assesses content validity. Once the expert panel review was completed, a focus group of three to
four school personnel (i.e., teachers and principals) were contacted via email through
convenience sample and asked to preform one task: determine if the items included on the
ISVPA are clear (i.e., easy to understand) indicating yes or no (see Appendix C and D).
Following the results from the focus group, a peer review group of doctoral counseling students
(i.e., who have supervised school counselors or have experience in school counseling) completed
the ISVPA and provided general feedback (see Appendix E and F). The peer reviewers were
contacted via email through the COUNDOC listserv, which included an informed consent. The
peer reviewers were asked to preform two tasks: (a) first, complete the ISVPA on one student
who they remember as being in the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade who has been impacted by the
factors assessed in the ISVPA and (b) second, provide any general written feedback. Assessment
of approximate time to complete the instrument was assessed. For both the focus and peer review
groups, the informed consent ensured participation is voluntary and anonymous. Also, focus and
peer review groups were able to choose not to participate or withdraw at any time without
penalty.
Construct Validity. Construct validity was planned through the use of an exploratory
factor analysis with a sample of approximately 670 school personnel. When using an exploratory
factor analysis, construct validity is evident if factors emerge that reflect the construct(s) that an
assessment is based on (Benson & Clark, 1982). To establish construct validity, the ISVPA items
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were based on four main constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing
behaviors, and lack of attachment) found in the existing literature. Additionally, the short answer
section of the ISVPA was used to assess construct validity.
Research Question Three
What is the reliability of the ISVPA to assess a student’s risk level for school violence
(i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment)?
Data Analysis
Reliability refers to whether the instrument is consistent and free from error (Dimitrov,
2012; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). Internal consistency and test-retest will be used to assess
reliability of the ISVPA.
Internal Consistency. In the proposed research, the ISVPA’s internal consistency was
planned. Internal consistency is a type of reliability that refers to the correlational relationship
between items and the extent that the items measure the same construct (Dimitrov, 2012; Field,
2013; Leedy & Ormand, 2010). Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951) is a common statistical
measure to assess scale reliability and is beneficial to determine any significant differences that
exist in an item and any covariance between items (Field, 2013; Vrbnjak et al., 2016). A value of
.70 to .80 was the range of acceptable value (Field, 2013). Inter-item correlations represent
significant relationships between items and a latent variable (DeVellis, 2017). Items should be
moderately correlated to exhibit reliability (Burton & Mazerolle, 2011). For the present research,
Cronbach’s alpha was planned to assess reliability of the items included in the ISVPA and interitem correlations were assessed at a .01 significance level.
Test-retest. For the present research, test-retest reliability was planned (Abell et al.,
2009; Field, 2013). A follow up subsample of 100 school counselors was planned for the test-

86

retest of the ISVPA. School counselors would be asked to complete the ISVPA for a second time
on the same student they chose for the first completion of the ISVPA. A Pearson correlational
analysis was planned on participants’ previous ISVPA scores with their second ISVPA scores.
The Pearson correlation coefficient was planned to determine if test-retest reliability exists
among the sample of school counselors (Field, 2013). The Pearson correlation coefficient were
the following levels: r = .10 (i.e., small effect), r = .30 (i.e., medium effect), and r = .50 (i.e.,
large effect; Cohen, 1992).
Research Question Four
Is there a significant relationship between school personnel’s demographics (i.e., age,
gender, ethnicity, professional role, and grade level) and student’s risk level for school violence
(i.e., ISVPA scores)?
Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations were planned to determine significant
relationships between school personnel’s demographics and their scores on the ISVPA. School
personnel’s age, gender, ethnicity, role, and grade level were planned for the descriptive and
correlational analyses.
Research Question Five
Is there a significant relationship between school personnel’s assessment of students’ risk
level for school violence (i.e., ISVPA scores) and students’ demographics (i.e., age, gender,
ethnicity, and grade level)?
Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations were planned to determine any significant
relationships between school personnel’s scores on the ISVPA and student’s demographics.

87

Summary
Throughout Chapter III, the proposed methods, procedures, design, and psychometric
evaluation of the ISVPA are outlined. The seven sections include a description of the following:
(a) five main research questions and hypotheses, (b) research design for the ISVPA development
and construction, (c) participants and sample criteria, (d) instruments, (e) sampling procedures,
(f) data collection procedures, and (g) data analysis.
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Chapter IV
Results
The purpose of the present research was to develop the Interdisciplinary School Violence
Prevention Assessment (ISVPA), a school violence prevention assessment based on literature
from four disciplines (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology). A valid and
reliable school violence prevention assessment to examine factors that impact students could
assist school personnel to proactively identify and connect a student in need of counseling
services.
Due to significant data collection challenges that were impacted by COVID-19 (e.g.,
illnesses and burnout) and Hurricane Ida (e.g., dangerous weather conditions and rebuilding), the
present research design was revised. In the previous research design, data collection plans
included approximately 380 participants for an exploratory factor analysis and parametric
correlations. However, based on the extremely low participation rate, the research design was
shifted to a pilot study and nonparametric analyses. When using Viechtbauer et al. (2015) sample
size calculator for a pilot study with a 90% confidence level and 5% probability, a minimum N
would be 45. In the present research, a 75% confidence level and a 5% probability were used to
derive a N of 27. Additionally, the present research design was reframed using Hertzog’s (2008)
pilot study approach and data analysis that included three main areas: (a) “feasibility… a wide
range of possible aims for identifying and resolving problems” (e.g., completion time,
confidence intervals, p. 181), (b) “adequacy of instrumentation” (e.g., item performance, p. 182),
and (c) “planning for a larger study” (e.g., effect size, power, p. 185).
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Experts, Focus Group, Peer Reviewers, and School Personnel
Using Hertzog’s feasibility approach, data collection began in March 2021 and continued
until February 2022 that included a wide range of evaluators (i.e., expert panel, focus group, and
peer review group) as well the participants (i.e., school personnel).
Expert Panel
The utilization of an expert panel is important to the instrument development process and
can be used to assess content validation (Abell et al., 2009). For the present research, expert
panelists were required to meet three of the five following criteria: (a) practices in at least one
discipline (i.e., counseling, criminology, psychology, and sociology), (b) knowledge of one of
the four constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, lack of
attachment, and N/A), (c) knowledge in a professional specialty area (i.e., school violence,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment), (d) met
one level of education (i.e., master’s degree or doctoral degree), and (e) published article(s) on
one or more of the four constructs.
In March to June 2021; 61 experts were identified using internet searches for specialty
areas in school violence based on four disciplines (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and
sociology) including 18 counseling, 14 psychology, 7 criminology, 10 sociology, 3
criminology/psychology, 4 counseling psychology, 2 sociology/criminology, 1 social work, 1
social science, and 1 school research. All 61 experts were emailed requesting their participation
(see Appendix A). Experts who had not responded to the participation email were sent one to
two follow up emails within approximately one-month from the initial contact. Experts who
agreed to participate were sent an expert panel survey (see Appendix B). Of the 61 experts who
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were contacted, 9 experts agreed to participate. Two follow up emails were sent to three experts
who had not completed the survey. By June 2021, six experts completed the survey.
Expert Panel Demographics
Demographics for the six experts’ discipline included two from psychology, two from
criminology, one from counseling and psychology, and one from sociology and education.
Expert one has a master’s degree in educational psychology and knowledge in the constructs of
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, and externalizing behaviors, with a specialty area in
school violence. Expert two has a doctoral degree in clinical psychology, with a specialty in
school violence (i.e., “I am not sure these are 5 recognized specialty areas”). Expert three has a
doctoral degree in criminal justice and has knowledge of internalizing problems, externalizing
behaviors, and lack of attachment; with specialty areas in school violence, externalizing
behaviors, and lack of attachment. Expert four has a doctoral degree in counseling psychology
and has knowledge in internalizing problems and externalizing behaviors; with specialty areas of
school violence, internalizing problems, and externalizing behaviors. Expert five has a doctoral
degree in criminology and criminal justice and has knowledge in internalizing problems,
externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment constructs, with specialty areas in school
violence, internalizing problems, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment. Finally, expert
six has a doctoral degree in sociology and education; with a specialty area in school violence. All
six experts had publications in one or more of the constructs (see Table 1).
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Table 1
Expert Panel Demographics (N = 6)
Expert
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six

Discipline
Psychology
Psychology
Criminology
Counseling
Psychology
Criminology
Sociology,
Education

Construct Knowledge
IP, EB, EX
IP, EX, LA
IP, EX
IP, EX, LA

Specialty Area
School Violence
School Violence
School Violence, EX, LA
School Violence; IP, EX

Education
Master
Doctoral
Doctoral
Doctoral

Publications
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

School Violence; IP, EX,
LA
School Violence

Doctoral

Yes

Doctoral

Yes

Note. IP = internalizing problems; EB = extreme beliefs; EX = externalizing behaviors; LA =
lack of attachment
Focus Group
In May 2021, a focus group of graduate students was contacted by emailing one of
UNO’s Educational Leadership faculty (see Appendix C). The faculty member forwarded to the
graduate students the research request and informed consent that was included in the faculty
email to the program’s listserv, which contained a Qualtrics link to a survey (see Appendix D).
The focus group members identified as three teachers and one principal. In the survey, graduate
students were asked to preform one task; “indicate if each item that is to be included on a school
violence prevention assessment for school personnel (e.g., school counselors, principals, and
teachers) is clear (i.e., easy to understand) with a yes or no answer.”
Peer Review Group
As indicated by Benson and Clark (1982), evaluation from peer reviewers can contribute
to the validation of an instrument. During August through September 2021, an email was sent to
doctoral students through UNO’s Counselor Education Program COUNDOC listserv that
included an informed consent (see Appendix E). Four UNO graduate counseling doctoral
students who were supervisors of a school counselor agreed to be reviewers. Peer reviewers were
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asked to preform two tasks that were included in a Qualtrics link: (a) complete the ISVPA on one
student who they remember as being in the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade and (b) provide any
general written feedback (see Appendix F).
School Personnel
During October, 2021 to February, 2022; online data collection from the school personnel
participants (i.e., middle school teachers, principals, and school counselors) began. A
significantly low response rate occurred from the participants despite multiple attempts at data
collection (i.e., 86 organizations were contacted, with four to six follow ups, over a five month
timeframe) and lack of participant adherence to instructions (i.e., two school personnel
participants did not provide responses to the 38 severity subscale items). Hertzog (2008) stated
that attrition rates such as what occurred in the present research can be problematic to the sample
size. In the present research, 52 total responses were collected; however, due to participant drop
out; 23 responses were unanswered and 2 were incomplete. The total completed responses
resulted in a sample of 27.
Data Collection Phases
Based on the amount of time (i.e., October, 2021 to February, 2022) and revisions (e.g.,
IRB revisions, population changes) that occurred, data collection with the participants (i.e.,
school personnel; teachers, principals, and school counselors) occurred in three phases.
First Data Collection Phase: October 2021
Data collection began in early October of 2021. The first email participation requests
were sent through 32 southern regional school personnel associations for teachers, principals,
and school counselors included an informed consent (see Appendix H), with a Qualtrics link to
the final version of the ISVPA (see Appendix I). Participants were asked to complete the
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following: (a) Demographic Questionnaire (see Appendix G) and (b) final version of the
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA) on one student who they
remember as being in the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade (see Appendix I). School personnel
participants were instructed to not identify their chosen student. Follow up emails were sent
every two weeks to professional associations who had not responded. Despite recruitment
efforts, participation responses were extremely low (i.e., 3 responses by October 31, 2021, with
one incomplete).
Second Data Collection Phase: October to December 2021
After an addendum to the IRB was approved in late October of 2021, the second phase of
the data collection occurred. A total of 22 national organizations (i.e., 1 school counselor and 21
teachers and principals), association forums through member portals (i.e., 4 school counselors),
and a social media group (i.e., 1 education) were used to contact participants (i.e., school
personnel). The 22 school personnel national organizations were contacted by email and asked to
distribute the participant request and informed consent to their members (see Appendix H).
Additionally, the participation request and informed consent was posted directly to school
counselor association forums accessed through four member portals (i.e., [1] ASCA Scene using
three forums; [2] American Counseling Association, ACA Connect using three forums; [3]
Louisiana Counseling Association, LCA, using one forum; and [4] Louisiana School Counselor
Association, LSCA using one forum; see Appendix H). Charter School Counselors, Open Forum,
and Middle/Junior High School Community were the three forums for ASCA Scene. ACA
Interest Network for Professional Counselors in Schools, ACA Professional School Counselors,
and Call for Study Participants were the three forums for ACA Connect. A general forum was
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used for LCA and LSCA member portals. Potential participants could access the present
research’s participation request if they subscribed to one of the forums.
Also, the participation request and informed consent was posted to one private education
social media group (i.e., Louisiana State University Geaux Teach English Program Alumni).
Posts to social media groups were shortened and included a Qualtrics link that directed
participants to the informed consent and then to the instrument if a participant chose to continue
(see Appendix J). The postings were made on behalf of the present researcher by a doctoral
committee member. An example of a social media group is Facebook. Potential participants were
able to access the participation request if they were a member of the private group and approved
by group moderators.
Third Data Collection Phase: January to February 2022
In early December, 2021, after the second IRB addendum was approved, the third phase
of the data collection occurred. Additional organizations for school personnel groups were
contacted (i.e., 6 social media groups, 17 graduate programs, 2 associations, and 2 snowball
method). A link to the Qualtrics survey with the informed consent was posted to six private
social media groups for teachers, principals, school counselors, and counselor educators (i.e.,
Caught in the Middle School Counselor, Professional Counseling Connections, School
Counselors Connect, Counselor Support Group, New Jersey School and SAC Counselors Online
Collaborative, and School Counselor Educators Discussion Group). Posts were shortened and
contained a Qualtrics link that directed participants to the informed consent and instrument if
they chose to participate (see Appendix K). Potential participants could access the present
research’s participation request if they had previously requested to join the private group that
prompted a series of questions to be answered related to the counseling field and were
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subsequently approved by group moderators. Participants in the groups could include current
school counselors, school counselors in training, and individuals previously in an academic field
transitioning to school counseling.
Additionally, 17 graduate level programs (i.e., eight education and nine counseling
doctoral programs) were contacted by email (see Appendix L) and asked to distribute the
participant request and informed consent (see Appendix H). The eight education graduate
programs were selected based on suggestion from UNO Educational Leadership faculty and an
internet search (i.e., via Google); whereas, the nine counseling doctoral programs were chosen
using internet searches (i.e., via Google). Two additional school counseling related organizations
(i.e., New Jersey School Counselor Association and two school counselor consultants for New
Jersey Center for Women and Information Technology Counselors for Computing) were
contacted by email and two direct snowball sampling methods were used. A work colleague of
the present researcher and a current school counselor were contacted and were encouraged to
relay the participant request to anyone that they believed met the criteria.
By February 2022, school personnel (i.e., middle school teachers, principals, and school
counselors) from 86 state, regional, and national teacher, school administrative, principal, and
school counselor organizations, school associations, social media, and graduate level education
and counseling doctoral university programs were contacted by emails or internet postings. By
February 13, 2022, a total of 52 responses were received. Of the total responses collected, 23
were unanswered (i.e., surveys were opened by participants, but no questions were answered), 2
were incomplete (i.e., no responses to the 38 severity subscale items), and 27 were completed.
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School Personnel Demographics
In the present research, school personnel included 5 teachers (18.50%), 4 principals
(14.80%), and 18 school counselors (66.70%), with ages that ranged from 29 to 63 years old (M
= 46.76, SD = 9.01).
For the 5 teachers, 1 was male (3.70%) and 4 female (14.80%), with ages that ranged
from 32 to 54 years old (M = 46.20, SD = 8.79). All teachers were White (18.50%), with 2 from
sixth grade (7.40%) and 3 from more than one middle school grade (11.10%). The 4 principals
were female (14.80%), with 2 indicated White (7.40%) and 2 Black/African American (7.40%),
with ages that ranged from 40 to 54 years old (M = 48.50, SD = 6.19). All were from more than
one middle school grade (14.80%).
For the 18 school counselors, 2 reported male (7.40%), 14 female (51.90%), and 2 no
response (7.40%), with ages that ranged from 29 to 63 years old (M = 46.50, SD = 10.03). For
ethnicity, 13 reported White (48.20%), 2 Black/African American (7.40%), 1 Latino/Hispanic
(3.70%), and 2 no response (7.40%). Two school counselors were from sixth grade (7.40%), 2
from eighth grade (7.40%), 12 from more than one middle school grade (44.50%), and 2 were no
response (7.40%; see Table 2).
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Table 2
School Personnel Demographics (N = 27)
Range
29-63

Age
Teachers
Gender

M
46.76

SD
9.01

Male
Female
Age
Ethnicity
White
Grade Level
Sixth Grade
More than one middle school
grade
Principals
Gender
Female
Male
Ethnicity
White
Black/African American
Age
Grade Level
More than one middle school
grade
School Counselors
Gender
Male
Female
No Response
Age
Ethnicity
White
Black/African American
Latino/Hispanic
No Response
Grade Level
Sixth Grade
Eighth Grade
More than one middle school
grade
No Response

32-54

40-54

29-63

46.20

48.50

46.50

f

%

5

18.50

1
4

3.70
14.80

5

18.50

2
3

7.40
11.10

4

14.80

4
0

14.80
0.00

2
2

7.40
7.40

4

14.80

18

66.70

2
14
2

7.40
51.40
7.40

13
2
1
2

48.20
7.40
3.70
7.40

2
2
12

7.40
7.40
44.50

2

7.40

8.79

6.19

10.03

Additionally, school personnel provided demographics on their chosen anonymous
student; 14 were male (51.90%), 11 female (40.70%), 1 non-binary (3.70%), and 1 no response
(3.70%). Students’ ages ranged from 11 to 15 years old (M = 13.00, SD = 1.30). Ethnicity
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included 14 White (51.90%), 10 Black/African American (37.00%), 1 American Indian/Alaskan
Native (3.70%), 1 Other (3.70%), and 1 no response (3.70%). Students’ grade levels were 7 sixth
(25.90%), 5 seventh (18.50%), 14 eighth (51.90%), and 1 no response (3.70%; see Table 3).
Table 3
Student Demographics (N = 27)
Range
11-15

Age
Gender
Males
Females
Non-Binary
No response
Ethnicity
White
Black/African American
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Other
No response
Grade Level
Sixth Grade
Seventh Grade
Eighth Grade
No response

M
13.00

SD
1.30

f

%

14
11
1
1

51.90
40.70
3.70
3.70

14
10
1
1
1

51.90
37.00
3.70
3.70
3.70

7
5
14
1

25.90
18.50
51.90
3.70

Data Analysis for Feasibility
In the present research, data analysis procedures were shifted to both qualitative and
quantitative approaches for the four revised research questions. According to Zamanzadeh et al.
(2015), the process of content validation of an instrument is methodical and subjective. Content
validity refers to significance, proportional representativeness, and quality of the instrument
items (Dimitrov, 2012; MacCallum et al., 1999). Based on Hertzog’s (2008) recommendation for
feasibility, two types of data analyses were used to establish validity of the ISVPA items (i.e.,
qualitative and quantitative). For the present research, content validation was achieved through
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an extensive literature review, expert panel, focus group, and peer reviewer evaluations, as well
as the 27 participants (i.e., school personnel) completion of the ISVPA.
Research Question One
What is the extent to which the ISVPA measures the four constructs (i.e., internalizing
problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment)?
Qualitative Analysis of Expert Evaluation of 67 ISVPA Items
An expert panel is important to the instrument development process (Abell et al., 2009)
and revisions based on expert’s evaluation are a critical contributor to the validity of an
instrument (Abell et al., 2009; Tran et al., 2017). In the present research, six experts reviewed the
67 ISVPA items. A qualitative approach was used to analyze the evaluation provided by the
expert panel. The researcher used a modified version of Moustakas’ (1994) step approach to
qualitative data analysis. The qualitative approach in the present research included five steps: (a)
review of the evaluation from the three groups (i.e., expert panel, peer reviewers, and school
personnel) several times to fully grasp the content, (b) take notes for each group’s evaluation, (c)
determine emerging themes from the notes, (d) develop categories based on the identified
themes, and (e) provide quotes to support the categories.
Five Themes. For the first step, the expert’s evaluation was reviewed several times to
ensure the content was understood. Second, notes were taken and used to indicate expert panel
discipline, knowledge of the constructs, and specialty area to provide context and background to
the expert evaluation provided (see Table 4). In the third step, five themes emerged based on the
data from the expert evaluation that included the following: (a) Implementation, (b) Target
Participants, (c) Operationalized Definitions, (d) Constructs, and (f) Items. For theme one,
Implementation included ideas surrounding the clarity of the ISVPA’s context and utilization.
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For example, expert panelist one stated, “If your are intending your measure to be used by
school-site teams collaboratively, it will need to be specific, simple, and focused on established
risk factors… leading practice suggests that collaborative assessment is the best route.” Expert
two referenced a different model commonly used in threat assessment procedures and stated that
the “emphasis is placed on identifying needs for intervention and strategies to reduce risk rather
than make predictions of violence or assign risk scores.”
In addition to the evaluation provided by the six experts, several potential experts’ made
comments about the negative connotations of a risk assessment for school violence that was used
in some of the documentation (i.e., survey) emailed in the initial recruitment. General email
feedback strongly suggested that the focus of any assessment be made based on a threat
assessment approach instead of a risk approach, as threat assessments have been widely
supported in the preventative and proactive approach to school violence. Following the expert
panel evaluation and general feedback received, the assessment documentation and approach
were shifted from a risk to threat assessment.
For theme two (i.e., Target Participants), ideas were about the intended population the
ISVPA was to be used by (e.g., school personnel or experts of threat assessments). For example,
expert one stated, “staffers may not use it because of the time commitment and the learning
curve…If you are intending it to be used by an expert providing a threat assessment in the
schools, then the complexity may be ok.” For theme three (i.e., Operationalized Definitions),
ideas surrounded areas being assessed on the ISVPA. For example, expert one and two both
indicated item importance only when “situational variables” exist and expert panelist one stated,
“if your intention is to identify risk factors for targeted violence (aggression with the outcome of
severe or lethal injury) and or reactive aggression, I’m not sure about the categories” (e.g.,
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internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment). For
theme four (i.e., Constructs), ideas were about the construct definitions. For example, expert
three suggested, “‘antisocial attitudes’ as a new construct for some items that are unclear” and
“some of these items could fit into multiple constructs.” Expert four gave feedback on the
construct definitions by quoting “definitions of the above noted constructs may be a bit
outdated…more modern definitions [are] used in relation to risk assessment” and recommended
“school connectedness…rather than attachment.”
Finally, for theme five (i.e., Items), ideas included were specific to the instrument items.
For example, expert two stated “rely less on expert opinion about these items and more on
empirical evidence…helpful to look at the three pathways to violence (conflict, crime, and
psychosis) with distinguishable risk factors.” Expert three suggested “additional items to
consider could be more victimization experiences…peer rejection, more detailed questions on
substance use, social competence, disability, and academic achievement…include whether the
school has a violent culture or disorder” (see Table 4).
Three Categories. The five themes were collapsed into three categories: (a) Intended
Population, (b) Redefining Constructs, and (c) Item Revisions. Themes one (i.e.,
Implementation) and two (i.e., Target Participants) were collapsed to create category one (i.e.,
Intended Population). For category one, Intended Population, expert evaluation indicated that the
instrument needed to be specific and clear when used by school site teams because of the length
of the ISVPA and time commitment, which could impact the completion rate.
Themes three (i.e., Operationalized Definitions) and four (i.e., Constructs) were collapsed
to form category two (i.e., Redefining Constructs). Based on the expert evaluation; all four
experts provided evaluation regarding the constructs, which indicated that the definitions
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required clarification to ensure that each construct was distinguishable and that updated
definitions were used. Finally, theme five (i.e., Items) was collapsed to form category three (i.e.,
Item Revisions). Several suggestions were made by experts two and three regarding additional
items to consider (i.e., pathways to violence and victimization experiences).
Table 4
Expert Evaluation Theme Analysis of ISVPA 67 Items (N = 4)
Five
Themes
Implementation
Target Participants
Operationalized Definitions
Constructs
Items
Total Themes

Three
Categories
Intended Population
Redefining Constructs
Item Revisions

Theme
Total
2
1
2
2
2
9

Expert
One
x
x
x

3

Expert Expert
Two
Three
x

Expert
Four

x
x
3

x
x
2

x
1

Note. Experts five and six did not provide qualitative evaluation, thus they were not included in
the table.
Quantitative Analysis of Expert Evaluation of 67 ISVPA Items
Based on the 67 items included on the survey emailed to the experts, a quantitative
approach was used for their evaluations to determine which of the four constructs fit an item.
The criteria for whether an item fit one of the four constructs was the agreement of four or more
experts. Based on four or more experts’ agreement, 41 of the 67 items fit one construct. A total
of 21 items (i.e., items 1-7, 10, 12, 17, 20, 23, 25, 28, 33, 37, 39-42, and 53) fit internalizing
problems, 2 items (i.e., 16 and 32) fit extreme beliefs, 14 items (i.e., 21, 22, 34, 43, 44, 52, 54,
56-59, 61, 63, and 65) fit externalizing behaviors, and 4 items (i.e., 9, 47, 60, and 62) fit lack of
attachment.
For further evaluation of the 67 items, four or more experts indicated that 54 items were
clear (i.e., 1-7, 10, 12, 15, 16, 18-22, 25-33, 35, 37-50, 52, 54, 56-58, 61, 63, 65, and 66).
Additionally, four or more experts indicated that 43 items were appropriate (i.e., 1-8, 10, 14-17,
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19-22, 25, 27, 29, 32, 34, 38-40, 43, 45-49, 52, 53-58, and 65). For the final results of the expert
evaluation, 41 of the 67 items were retained (i.e., items 1-7, 9, 10, 12, 16, 17, 20-23, 25, 28, 32,
33, 34, 37, 39-44, 47, 52-54, 56-59, 60-63, and 65), with an inclusion ratio of four or more
expert’s agreement that an item reflected the given construct and contributed to content
validation.
Quantitative Analysis of Focus Group Evaluation of 67 ISVPA Items
To further validation procedures, a focus group (i.e., teachers and principals) was used.
According to Benson and Clark (1982), additional evaluation of an instrument from a target
group (i.e., the intended population to use the instrument) assesses content validity. For the
present research, a focus group provided a survey evaluation on the 67 items included in the
ISVPA (see Appendix D). The quantitative analysis of the focus group evaluation was based on
three or more members’ determining clarity of an item. Items with only one (i.e., 1:4) or two
(i.e., 2:4) focus group members’ agreement on item clarity were not included (see Table 5).
Table 5
Quantitative Analysis of Focus Group Evaluation of Item Clarity: 67 Items (N = 4)
Question
4:4
Clarity:
3, 4, 6, 7, 11, 15, 19-24,
Y-Yes
26-28, 31-39, 41, 43-54,
57-61, 63, 64, 66, 67
Clarity:
N-No
Total
46

3:4
2, 8-10, 13, 14, 16-18,
29, 30, 40, 42, 55, 56,
62, 65
25

2:4
1, 5, 12

18

3

1, 5, 12

1:4
25

2, 8-10, 13, 14, 16-18, 29,
30, 40, 42, 55, 56, 62, 65
18

Note. Ratio was three or more focus groups members’ agreement of clarity of items.
Additionally, the focus group evaluation of the 67 items was cross-checked with the 41
items retained from the expert panel’s evaluation. Based on the focus group’s evaluation, three
items were unclear and removed from the ISVPA (i.e., 1 nervousness, 12 self-critical comments,
and 25 beliefs about being wronged). The final result of the evaluation by the focus group and
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the expert panel was that 38 items were included in the ISVPA as clear (i.e., easy to understand)
and retained.
Qualitative Analysis of Peer Reviewer Evaluation 38 ISVPA Items
To further validation procedures and following the expert panel and focus group analysis
as well as revisions made to the ISVPA based on the panel and focus group evaluation, the
doctoral peer reviewers provided a written evaluation; although their written evaluation was
minimal. Similar to the expert panel, a five-step qualitative approach was used to analyze the
peer reviewers’ evaluation. First, the peer reviewer evaluation was reviewed several times to
ensure understanding. In the second step, notes were used to indicate that the four reviewers
were supervisors of school counselors to give context to their evaluation. Only three peer
reviewers provided a written evaluation.
For the third step, two themes emerged: (a) Scale Construction and (b) Suggestions for
Revisions. For theme one (i.e., Scale Construction), ideas related to the instrument developed
and the detail included. For example, peer reviewer one stated, “great scale;” reviewer two said,
“quite thorough;” and reviewer three said, “covers similar concepts.” For theme two (i.e.,
Suggestions for Revisions), ideas related to the inclusion of examples on current items or
suggestions for additional items. Reviewer one recommended adding examples; whereas,
reviewer two recommended additional items (i.e., “time spent with antisocial peers” and
“decreases in previously engaged pro-social activities”). For example, reviewer one believed that
clarity was needed for item entitled “disrespectful to school personnel” and examples were
subsequently added (i.e., offensive language or ignoring direct request). Reviewer two
mentioned “I would also inquire about is time spent with antisocial peers. Also, would
uninvolved in school activities capture decreases in previously engaged pro-social activities?”
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Based on the written evaluation by the three peer reviewers, item 33 was revised to
“disrespectful towards school personnel (e.g., offensive language or ignoring direct request).”
New items suggested by reviewer two (i.e., “time spent with antisocial peers” and “decreased
prosocial activities”) were not added as the expert panel and focus group had not previously
evaluated them. Based on the evaluations by the expert panel, focus group, and peer reviewers,
the final version of the ISVPA included 38 items (see Appendix I).
Quantitative Analysis of Peer Reviewers’ Completion of the ISVPA
To assess time to complete the ISVPA and additional evaluation, all four reviewers
completed the ISVPA. For the peer reviewers, the time of completion for the ISVPA ranged
from 5 to 23 minutes. Reviewer one had a total frequency subscale score of 27.00 and severity
subscale of 22.00. For the frequency construct scores, internalizing problems was 21.00, extreme
beliefs 0.00, externalizing behaviors 4.00, and lack of attachment 2.00. For severity construct
scores, internalizing problems was 15.00, extreme beliefs 0.00, externalizing behaviors 5.00, and
lack of attachment 2.00. Reviewer two had a total frequency subscale score of 14.00 and severity
subscale of 12.00. For the frequency construct scores, internalizing problems was 12.00, extreme
beliefs 0.00, externalizing behaviors 0.00, and lack of attachment 2.00. For the severity construct
scores, internalizing problems was 10.00, extreme beliefs 0.00, externalizing behaviors 0.00, and
lack of attachment 2.00. Reviewer three had the highest subscale scores that included a
frequency subscale score of 70.00 and severity subscale of 56.00. For frequency construct scores,
internalizing problems was 36.00, extreme beliefs 2.00, externalizing behaviors 24.00, and lack
of attachment 8.00. For severity construct scores, internalizing problems was 29.00, extreme
beliefs 1.00, externalizing behaviors 19.00, and lack of attachment 7.00. Conversely, reviewer
four had the lowest subscale ratings, which included a frequency subscale score of 3.00 and
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severity subscale score of 0.00. For frequency construct scores, internalizing problems was 3.00,
extreme beliefs 0.00, externalizing behaviors 0.00, and lack of attachment 0.00. For severity
construct scores, internalizing problems was 0.00, extreme beliefs 0.00, externalizing behaviors
0.00, and lack of attachment 0.00 (see Table 6).
Table 6
Quantitative Analysis of Peer Reviewer ISVPA Subscale and Construct Scores (N = 4)
Peer
Reviewer

Frequency

Severity

One
27.00
22.00
Two
14.00
12.00
Three
70.00
56.00
Four
3.00
0.00
Note. F = frequency; S = severity

Internalizing
Problems
F
S
21.00 15.00
12.00 10.00
36.00 29.00
3.00 0.00

Extreme Externalizing
Lack of
Beliefs
Behaviors
Attachment
F
S
F
S
F
S
0.00 0.00 4.00 5.00 2.00 2.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 2.00
2.00 1.00 24.00 19.00 8.00 7.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Qualitative Analysis of School Personnel’s Evaluation of 38 ISVPA Items
The participants (i.e., school personnel) were sent the final version of the ISVPA (see
Appendix I). For the qualitative analysis in the first step, the 27 school personnel’s evaluation
was reviewed several times to ensure understanding of the evaluation provided. Second, notes
were used to indicate the school personnel’s demographic information to the corresponding
evaluation for context (see Tables 2 and 3). In the third step, two themes emerged based on the
school personnel’s responses about anonymous students: (a) Similar to Existing ISVPA Items
and (b) Additional Responses.
For theme one (i.e., Similar to Existing ISVPA Items), personnel one’s statement that the
anonymous “student has major anger issues” was similar to item 21 (i.e., loses temper easily) and
29 (i.e., anger outbursts). Personnel two’s statement that the anonymous student “threatened to
stab someone at school” was similar to 11 (i.e., threat[s] towards other), 27 (i.e., aggressive
towards others), and 31 (i.e., leakage). Personnel two stated that the anonymous student “draws
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very dark art… showed he was feeling rage because he pressed so hard on the paper,” which was
related to item 31 (i.e., leakage) and that the anonymous student “sat alone in the field… he did
not have or want friends here,” which was related to item 20 (i.e., withdrawn) and 26 (i.e., unable
to maintain long term relationships). Also, personnel two stated, “he lunged at me when he came
back in the building,” which relates to item 27 (i.e., aggressive towards others). Finally,
personnel two stated, the anonymous student “talked about the ills of society but with a warped
concept of oppressed groups in the US. He blamed them for their problems,” which relates to
item 16 (i.e., extreme beliefs).
For theme two (i.e., Additional Responses), personnel one stated that the anonymous
student had “parental encouragement…(of) major anger issues.” Although ISVPA items related
to anger exist (i.e., item 6 and 30), items related to parents’ encouragement of anger were not
included. Also, personnel two provided two diagnoses of the anonymous student (i.e., “ADHD
diagnosis, dyslexia diagnosis”). No items about a diagnosis were included on the ISVPA. Both
personnel three (i.e., “threatened to stab someone at school and was arrested”) and seven (i.e.,
“ended up being incarcerated”) referred to arrests and incarceration of the anonymous students,
which were not included on the ISVPA. Personnel four (i.e., “grandpa abused him”) and five
(i.e., “repressive childhood trauma”) described the anonymous student’s abuse and trauma
related experiences. No items regarding abuse or trauma history were included on the ISVPA.
Finally, personnel six (i.e., “Baker Act”), eight (i.e., “504 designation with no identified
psychological issues”), and nine (i.e., “identified as ED”, emotional disturbance) referred to the
anonymous students as receiving psychiatric treatment and academic accommodations without
the inclusion of psychological considerations as well as being identified with emotional
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disturbance in the school setting. No items were similar to the additional responses of
participants six, eight, and nine.
The similarities between the personnel’s responses and existing ISVPA items supported
the inclusion of 8 items (i.e., items 11, 16, 20, 21, 26, 27, 29, and 31) on the ISVPA. Conversely,
the nine personnel’s responses that were additional and unidentifiable to existing ISVPA items
were not included in the ISVPA (see Table 7).
Table 7
Qualitative Analysis of Personnel’s Evaluation of ISVPA 38 Items (N = 27)
Participant

Theme One:
Similar Response

ISVPA
Item(s)

Included/
Not
Included
Yes

One

“student has major anger
issues”

21, 29

Two

“threatened to stab someone
at school”
“draws very dark art…
showed he was feeling rage
because he pressed so hard
on the paper”
“sat alone in the field… he
did not have or want friends
here”
“he lunged at me when he
came back in the building”
“talked about the ills of
society but with a warped
concept of oppressed groups
in the US. He blamed them
for their problems”

11, 27,
31
31

Yes

20, 26

Yes

27

Yes

16

Yes

Theme Two:
Additional Responses
“parental
encouragement…(of) major
anger issues”

Included/
Not
Included
No

“ADHD diagnosis, dyslexia
diagnosis”

No

“threatened to stab someone at
school and was arrested”
“grandpa abused him”
“repressive childhood trauma”
“Baker Act”
“ended up being incarcerated”
“504 designation with no
identified psychological
issues”
“identified as ED”

No

Yes

Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
Eight

Nine
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No
No
No
No
No

No

Research Question Two
What is the dispersion of the participants’ ISVPA subscale (i.e., frequency and severity)
and construct (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of
attachment) scores?
School Personnel’s Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics of a pilot study can be useful for the determination of the power in a
larger study. According to Hertzog (2008), “pilot data are sometimes used to estimate a withingroup variance (or standard deviation) to use in power calculations” (p. 187). Standard
deviations are specifically important to power analysis calculations in future research, given that
the pilot data is representative of the population (Hertzog, 2008). For the present research,
sample size calculations supported the use of 27 school personnel with a 75% confidence level
and 5% probability level.
Descriptive statistics were calculated for the two ISVPA subscales; frequency, severity as
well as the four constructs for frequency and severity; internalizing problems, extreme beliefs,
externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment total scores. The frequency subscale had a mean
of 54.19, standard deviation of 16.62, and median of 54.00. For the frequency constructs,
internalizing problems had a mean of 30.78, standard deviation of 6.10, and median of 31.00.
Extreme beliefs had a mean of 1.22, standard deviation of 1.67, and median of 0.00.
Externalizing behaviors had a mean of 15.26, standard deviation of 9.74, and median of 12.00.
Lack of attachment had a mean of 6.93, standard deviation of 2.56, and median of 7.00. The
severity subscale had a mean of 49.93, standard deviation of 17.53, and median of 47.00. For the
severity constructs, internalizing problems had a mean of 28.07, standard deviation of 6.77, and
median of 28.00. Extreme beliefs had a mean of 1.19, a standard deviation of 1.62, and a median
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of 0.00. Externalizing behaviors had a mean of 14.63, a standard deviation of 9.89, and a median
of 12.00. Finally, lack of attachment had a mean of 6.04, a standard deviation of 2.47, and a
median of 7.00 (see Table 8).
Table 8
School Personnel’s ISVPA 38 Items: Descriptive Statistics (N = 27)
Items
Frequency
Internalizing Problems
Extreme Beliefs
Externalizing Behaviors
Lack of Attachment
Severity
Internalizing Problems
Extreme Beliefs
Externalizing Behaviors
Lack of Attachment

1-6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 19-23, 28
9, 16
12, 13, 18, 24, 25, 27, 29-33, 35, 37, 38
7, 26, 34, 36
1-6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 19-23, 28
9, 16
12, 13, 18, 24, 25, 27, 29-33, 35, 37, 38
7, 26, 34, 36

M
54.19
30.78
1.22
15.26
6.93
49.93
28.07
1.19
14.63
6.04

SD
16.62
6.10
1.67
9.74
2.56
17.53
6.77
1.62
9.89
2.47

Median
54.00
31.00
0.00
12.00
7.00
47.00
28.00
0.00
12.00
7.00

Note. Internalizing Problems = 18 items; Extreme Beliefs = 2; Externalizing Behaviors = 14;
Lack of Attachment = 4
Range of Subscale and Construct Scores
The range for frequency subscale scores had a minimum of 21.00 and a maximum of
85.00, with the majority of scores between 40.00 and 65.00 (see Table 9, Figure 1). For the
constructs, the range for internalizing problems scores had a minimum of 15.00 and a maximum
of 40.00, with the majority of scores between 28.00 and 36.00 (see Figure 2). The range for
extreme beliefs had a minimum of 0.00 and a maximum of 6.00, with the majority of scores at
0.00 (see Figure 3). The range for externalizing behaviors had a minimum of 1.00 and a
maximum of 35.00, with the majority of scores between 10.00 and 20.00 (see Figure 4). The
range for lack of attachment had a minimum of 2.00 and a maximum of 10.00, with the majority
of scores between 9.00 and 10.00 (see Figure 5).
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The range for severity subscale scores had a minimum of 20.00 and a maximum of 81.00,
with the majority of scores between 40.00 and 65.00 (see Figure 6). For the constructs,
internalizing problems had a minimum of 14.00 and a maximum of 39.00, with majority of
scores between 26.00 and 36.00 (see Figure 7). Extreme beliefs had a minimum of 0.00 and a
maximum of 6.00, with the majority of scores at 0.00 (see Figure 8). Externalizing behaviors had
a minimum of 0.00 and a maximum of 33.00, with the majority of scores between 5.00 and 20.00
(see Figure 9). Finally, lack of attachment had a minimum of 1.00 and a maximum of 10.00, with
the majority of scores between 7.00 and 8.00 (see Figure 10).
Table 9
Minimum and Maximum of School Personnel Subscale and Construct Scores (N = 27)
Minimum
21.00
15.00
0.00
1.00
2.00
20.00
14.00
0.00
0.00
1.00

Frequency
Internalizing Problems
Extreme Beliefs
Externalizing Behaviors
Lack of Attachment
Severity
Internalizing Problems
Extreme Beliefs
Externalizing Behaviors
Lack of Attachment
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Maximum
85.00
40.00
6.00
35.00
10.00
81.00
39.00
6.00
33.00
10.00

Figure 1
Histogram of School Personnel’s Frequency Subscale Scores (N = 27)

Figure 2
Histogram of School Personnel’s Internalizing Problems Frequency Scores (N = 27)
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Figure 3
Histogram of School Personnel’s Extreme Beliefs Frequency Scores (N = 27)

Figure 4
Histogram of School Personnel’s Externalizing Behaviors Frequency Scores (N = 27)
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Figure 5
Histogram of School Personnel’s Lack of Attachment Frequency Scores (N = 27)

Figure 6
Histogram of School Personnel’s Severity Subscale Scores (N = 27)
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Figure 7
Histogram of School Personnel’s Internalizing Problems Severity Scores (N = 27)

Figure 8
Histogram of School Personnel’s Extreme Beliefs Severity Scores (N = 27)
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Figure 9
Histogram of School Personnel’s Externalizing Behaviors Severity Scores (N = 27)

Figure 10
Histogram of School Personnel’s Lack of Attachment Severity Scores (N = 27)
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Box Plots of School Personnel’s Subscale and Construct Scores
Box plots were generated to depict the range of the two subscales; frequency and severity
as well as the four constructs for frequency and severity; internalizing problems, extreme beliefs,
externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment. The box plot for the frequency subscale had a
higher distribution when compared to the severity subscale. The construct, internalizing
problems had a small distribution of scores and an outlier of 7. Extreme beliefs had a skewed
distribution and the lowest distribution of scores when compared to the other three frequency
constructs and an outlier of 14. Externalizing behaviors had the larger dispersion of scores when
compared to the other three frequency constructs. Lack of attachment had a small distribution
that was similar to extreme beliefs; however, the scores were higher when compared to extreme
beliefs (see Figure 11).
Figure 11
Box Plot of School Personnel’s Frequency Subscale and Four Constructs (N = 27)
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The box plot for the severity subscale had a slightly lower median score when compared
to frequency. The construct internalizing problems had a smaller dispersion of scores and the
second highest when compared to the other severity constructs. Extreme beliefs severity had
lower dispersion of scores with a very low median. Externalizing behaviors had the largest
dispersion of scores when compared to the other constructs plots. Finally, the box plot for lack of
attachment had a small dispersion of scores similar to the frequency for lack of attachment (see
Figure 12).
Figure 12
Box Plot of School Personnel’s Severity Subscale and Four Constructs (N = 27)

Line Graphs of School Personnel’s Subscale and Construct Scores
Line graphs were used to identify trends or patterns in the two subscales; frequency,
severity and the four constructs for each subscale. The line graph for the frequency subscale had
skewed distribution with the downward slope in scores around 40.00 (see Figure 13). The
construct internalizing problems indicated two plateaus in scores and a peak at roughly 37.00,
119

followed by a gradual decline (see Figure 14). Extreme beliefs had a skewed distribution; the
scores began with a decreased slope and had low scores compared to the other constructs (see
Figure 15). Externalizing behaviors had increased scores at 10.00, followed by a gradual decline
(see Figure 16). Finally, lack of attachment frequency was skewed, with most scores less than
8.00, and the graph ended with a steep increase at roughly 9.00 to 10.00 (see Figure 17).
For the severity subscale, the line graph reflected several fluctuations in scores and the
highest increase around 40.00 (see Figure 18). For the constructs, internalizing problems had two
increased scores at roughly 25.00 and 47.00 (see Figure 19). Extreme beliefs had a skewed
distribution as most scores were low for the subscales (see Figure 20). Externalizing behaviors
was skewed, with a peak at 5.00 and followed by a gradual decrease (see Figure 21). Finally,
lack of attachment was skewed, with a plateau from 7.00 to 9.00, followed by a gradual decrease
(see Figure 22).
Figure 13
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Frequency Subscale Scores (N = 27)
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Figure 14
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Internalizing Problems Frequency Scores (N = 27)

Figure 15
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Extreme Beliefs Frequency Scores (N = 27)
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Figure 16
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Externalizing Behaviors Frequency Scores (N = 27)

Figure 17
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Lack of Attachment Frequency Scores (N = 27)
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Figure 18
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Severity Subscale Scores (N = 27)

Figure 19
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Internalizing Problems Severity Scores (N = 27)

123

Figure 20
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Extreme Beliefs Severity Scores (N = 27)

Figure 21
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Externalizing Behaviors Severity Scores (N = 27)
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Figure 22
Line Graph for School Personnel’s Lack of Attachment Severity Scores (N = 27)

Tests of Normality
Due to the problems experienced with feasibility (i.e., low response rate and variable
adherence to instructions), analyses were calculated to determine the distribution (i.e., standard
error of proportion) and normality of the subscales (i.e., frequency and severity) and the four
constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of
attachment) scores. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test for normality is typically used with a N
over 50; however, for the present research, the K-S was used as a comparison to the ShapiroWilk (S-W). The K-S and the S-W tests of normality were completed for the sample of 27 and
subsequently for the sample of 29, the inclusion of the two incomplete responses (i.e., two school
personnel did not answer the severity subscale). Results did not indicate a difference when the
two school personnel with incomplete responses were included; therefore, a determination was
made to maintain the sample of N = 27 for the analyses.
For the K-S test, no significance was found and a normal distribution was indicated for
the frequency subscale (i.e., .09, p = .20). For the frequency construct scores, internalizing
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problems was nonsignificant and had a normal distribution (i.e., .11, p = .20), whereas the
construct extreme beliefs was significant (i.e., .29, p < .001). Externalizing behaviors was not
significant and had a normal distribution (i.e., .15, p = .13). Finally, lack of attachment was
significant and did not have a normal distribution (i.e., .20, p = .01). The severity subscale was
not significant and had a normal distribution (i.e., .10, p = .20) as well as the construct
internalizing problems (i.e., .11, p = .20). Conversely, the construct extreme beliefs was
significant and did not have a normal distribution (i.e., .29, p < .001). Externalizing behaviors
was not significant and had a normal distribution (i.e., .12, p = .20). Finally, lack of attachment
was not significant and did have a normal distribution (i.e., .17, p = .04; see Table 10).
The S-W test of normality is recommended for smaller sample sizes (Laerd Statistics,
2018). The S-W test of normality indicated that the frequency subscale scores (i.e., .98, p = .82)
and the construct internalizing problems frequency (i.e., .95, p = .20) were not significant; thus,
had normal distributions. Extreme beliefs was significant and did not have a normal distribution
(i.e., .76, p < .001). Externalizing behaviors (i.e., .95, p = .23) was not significant, thus was
normally distributed. Lack of attachment (i.e., .91, p = .02) was not significant and normally
distributed. The S-W test of normality indicated that the severity subscale scores (i.e., .96, p =
.36) and the construct internalizing problems (i.e., .97, p = .53) were not significant; thus, had
normal distributions. Extreme beliefs (i.e., .75, p < .001) was significant, thus not normally
distributed. Externalizing behaviors (i.e., .93, p = .08) was not significant, thus was normally
distributed. Lack of attachment (i.e., .94, p = .13) was not significant and normally distributed.
Also, skewness statistics indicated a small non-significant, negative skew of -.09 for
frequency subscale. For the constructs, internalizing problems was negatively skewed at -.82.
Extreme beliefs was positively skewed at 1.43 and externalizing behaviors was positively
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skewed at .39. Finally, lack of attachment was negatively skewed at -.52. Skewness statistics
indicated a small positive skew for the severity subscale of .22. For the constructs, internalizing
problems had a negative skew of -.22 and extreme beliefs had a skew of 1.38. Externalizing
behaviors was positively skewed at .53. Finally, lack of attachment had a negative skew at -.47
(see Table 10).
Table 10
Tests of Normality Distribution of School Personnel’s Scores (N = 27)

Total Scores
Frequency
Internalizing Problems
Extreme Beliefs
Externalizing Behaviors
Lack of Attachment
Severity
Internalizing Problems
Extreme Beliefs
Externalizing Behaviors
Lack of Attachment
Note. *p < .01

Kolmogorov-Smirnov
Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic
p
Statistic
p
.09
.20
.98
.82
.11
.20
.95
.20
.29
< .001* .76
< .001*
.15
.13
.95
.23
.20
.01*
.91
.02
.10
.20
.96
.36
.11
.20
.97
.53
.29
< .001* .75
< .001*
.12
.20
.93
.08
.17
.04
.94
.13

Skewness
Statistic
-.09
-.82
1.43
.39
-.52
.22
-.22
1.38
.53
-.47

Confidence Intervals
According to Hertzog (2008), “given the size limitations and exploratory nature of a pilot
study, conventional 95% confidence intervals may be unrealistically stringent” and
recommendations were to use 90% and 68% confidence intervals (CI), “…with interpretation
focusing on the most liberal level” (p. 181). For example, Hertzog (2008) indicated that “in a
pilot study with 20 participants, we can be 68% confident that our estimate is accurate within 8
percentage points” (p. 181). Based on Viechtbauer et al.’s (2015) and Hertzog’s (2008)
recommendations, 75% and 90% CIs were used for the present research. On the 52 responses
received, with a dropout rate of 48.08% (23 unanswered, 44.23%; 2 incompletes, 3.85%), the CIs
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should be less stringent. For the present research, a 75% confidence level and 5% probability are
within the recommended confidence levels outlined by Hertzog (2008).
Using a 75% CI, the frequency subscale had a lower CI of 50.42 and an upper of 57.95.
Using a 90% CI, the lower CI was 48.73 and the upper was 59.64. Using a 75% CI, the construct
internalizing problems had a lower CI of 29.40 and an upper of 32.16. Using a 90% CI, the lower
CI was 28.77 and the upper was 32.78. Using a 75% CI, the construct extreme beliefs had a
lower CI of .84 and an upper of 1.60. Using a 90% CI, the lower CI was .67 and the upper was
1.77. Using a 75% CI, the construct externalizing behaviors had a lower CI of 13.05 and an
upper of 17.47. Using a 90% CI, the lower CI was 12.06 and the upper was 18.46. Using a 75%
CI, the construct lack of attachment had a lower CI of 6.35 and an upper of 7.50. Using a 90%
CI, the lower CI was 6.09 and the upper was 7.76.
Using a 75% CI, the severity subscale had a lower CI of 45.96 and an upper of 53.90.
Using a 90% CI, the lower CI was 44.17 and the upper was 55.68. Using a 75% CI, the construct
internalizing problems had a lower CI of 26.54 and an upper of 29.61. Using a 90% CI, the lower
CI was 25.85 and the upper was 30.30. Using a 75% CI, the construct extreme beliefs had a
lower CI of .82 and an upper of 1.55. Using a 90% CI, the lower CI was .65 and the upper was
1.72. Using a 75% CI, the construct externalizing behaviors had a lower CI of 12.39 and an
upper of 16.87. Using a 90% CI, the lower CI was 11.39 and the upper was 17.87. Using a 75%
CI, the construct lack of attachment had a lower CI of 5.48 and an upper of 6.60. Using a 90%
CI, the lower CI was 5.23 and the upper was 6.85 (see Table 11).
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Table 11
Confidence Intervals of School Personnel’s ISVPA Subscale and Construct Scores (N = 27)
Items
Frequency
Internalizing Problems
Extreme Beliefs
Externalizing Behaviors
Lack of Attachment
Severity
Internalizing Problems
Extreme Beliefs
Externalizing Behaviors
Lack of Attachment

1-6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 19-23, 28
9, 16
12, 13, 18, 24, 25, 27, 29-33, 35, 37, 38
7, 26, 34, 36
1-6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 15, 17, 19-23, 28
9,16
12, 13, 18, 24, 25, 27, 29-33, 35, 37, 38
7, 26, 34, 36

75% CI
LL
UL
50.42 57.95
29.40 32.16
.84 1.60
13.05 17.47
6.35
7.50
45.96 53.90
26.54 29.61
.82
1.55
12.39 16.87
5.48
6.60

90% CI
LL
UL
48.73 59.64
28.77 32.78
.67
1.77
12.06 18.46
6.09 7.76
44.17 55.68
25.85 30.30
.65
1.72
11.39 17.87
5.23 6.85

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit
Adequacy and Planned Research Data Analysis
Based on Hertzog’s (2008) recommendation for adequacy of item performance and
continued research using the ISVPA, two research questions were used.
Research Question Three
What is the relationship between the participants’ ISVPA subscale (i.e., frequency and
severity) and construct (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and
lack of attachment) scores?
School Personnel’s ISVPA Subscale and Construct Scores
In the present research, correlations were calculated for school personnel’s subscale and
the four construct scores. As recommended by Hertzog (2008), correlations were calculated to
assess the overall reliability of the ISVPA. For the present research, nonparametric correlational
analyses were used (i.e., Kendall’s tau-b) rather than internal consistency (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha)
as relevant research indicated a small sample may be insufficient to run a parametric analysis
(Hertzog, 2008). In the present research, Donovan’s (2016) correlational strength estimates of
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effect size were used (i.e., r = .10 to .49, weak; r = .50 to .69, moderate; r = .70 to .89, strong;
and r = .90 to 1.00, very strong).
Frequency and Severity Subscales. A strong and significant correlation was indicated
for the two subscales; frequency and severity (𝑟𝜏 = .88, p < .001).
Internalizing Problems. For the frequency of internalizing problems and the frequency
subscale, a moderate and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .57, p < .001). For the
frequency of internalizing problems and the severity subscale, a moderate and significant
relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .61, p < .001).
For the severity of internalizing problems and the frequency subscale, a moderate and
significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .56, p < .001). For the severity of internalizing
problems and the severity subscale, a moderate and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 =
.65, p < .001). For the severity of internalizing problems and the frequency of internalizing
problems, a strong and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .84, p < .001).
Extreme Beliefs. For the frequency of extreme beliefs and the frequency subscale, a
moderate and significant correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .54, p < .001). For the frequency of
extreme beliefs and the severity subscale, a moderate and significant correlation was indicated
(𝑟𝜏 = .48, p = .00). For the frequency of extreme beliefs and the frequency of internalizing
problems, a weak and nonsignificant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .33, p = .03). For the
frequency of extreme beliefs and severity of internalizing problems, a weak and nonsignificant
relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .24, p = .12).
For the severity of extreme beliefs and the frequency subscale, a moderate and significant
correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .51, p < .001). For the severity of extreme beliefs and the severity
subscale, a weak and significant correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .48, p = .00). For the severity of
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extreme beliefs and the frequency of internalizing problems, a weak and nonsignificant
relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .29, p = .06). For severity of extreme beliefs and the severity of
internalizing problems, a weak and nonsignificant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .23, p = .13).
For the severity of extreme beliefs and the frequency of extreme beliefs, a very strong and
significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .95, p < .001).
Externalizing Behaviors. For the frequency of externalizing behaviors and the
frequency subscale, a strong and significant correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .81, p < .001). For the
frequency of externalizing behaviors and the severity subscale, a strong and significant
correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .80, p < .001). For the frequency of externalizing behaviors and
the frequency of internalizing problems, a weak and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 =
.44, p = .00). For the frequency of externalizing behaviors and the severity of internalizing
problems, a weak and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .46, p < .001). For the
frequency of externalizing behaviors and the frequency of extreme beliefs, a moderate and
significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .50, p = .00). For the frequency of externalizing
behaviors and the severity of extreme beliefs, a moderate and significant relationship was
indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .50, p = .00).
For the severity of externalizing behaviors and the frequency subscale, a strong and
significant correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .75, p < .001). For the severity of externalizing
behaviors and the severity subscale, a strong and significant correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .75, p
< .001). For the severity of externalizing behaviors and the frequency of internalizing problems,
a weak and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .37, p = .01). For the severity of
externalizing behaviors and the severity of internalizing problems, a weak and significant
relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .42, p = .00). For the severity of externalizing behaviors and the
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frequency of extreme beliefs, a moderate and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .51, p <
.001). For the severity of externalizing behaviors and the severity of extreme beliefs, a moderate
and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .51, p < .001). For the severity of externalizing
behaviors and the frequency of externalizing behaviors, a very strong and significant relationship
was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .92, p < .001).
Lack of Attachment. For the frequency of lack of attachment and the frequency of
subscale, a moderate and significant correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .57, p < .001). For the
frequency of lack of attachment and the severity subscale, a weak and significant correlation was
indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .49, p < .001). For the frequency of lack of attachment and the frequency of
internalizing problems, a weak and nonsignificant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .36, p = .01).
For the frequency of lack of attachment and the severity of internalizing problems, a weak and
nonsignificant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .27, p = .06). For the frequency of lack of
attachment and the frequency of extreme beliefs, a weak and nonsignificant relationship was
indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .32, p = .04). For the frequency of lack of attachment and the severity of extreme
beliefs, a weak and nonsignificant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .32, p = .05). For the
frequency of lack of attachment and the frequency of externalizing behaviors, a weak and
significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .45, p = .00). For the frequency of lack of attachment
and the severity of externalizing behaviors, a weak and significant relationship was indicated
(𝑟𝜏 = .41, p = .00).
For the severity of lack of attachment and the frequency subscale, a moderate and
significant correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .61, p < .001). For the severity of lack of attachment
and the severity subscale, a moderate and significant correlation was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .58, p <
.001). For the severity of lack of attachment and the frequency of internalizing problems, a weak
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and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .44, p = .00). For the severity of lack of
attachment and the severity of internalizing problems, a weak and significant relationship was
indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .46, p = .00). For the severity of lack of attachment and the frequency of extreme
beliefs, a weak and nonsignificant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .42, p = .16). For the severity
of lack of attachment and the severity of extreme beliefs, a weak and nonsignificant relationship
was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .21, p = .18). For the severity of lack of attachment and the frequency of
externalizing behaviors, a weak and significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .49, p < .001).
For the severity of lack of attachment and the severity of externalizing behaviors, a weak and
significant relationship was indicated (𝑟𝜏 = .44, p = .00). For the severity of lack of attachment
and the frequency of lack of attachment, a moderate and significant relationship was indicated
(𝑟𝜏 = .69, p < .001; see Table 12).
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Table 12
School Personnel ISVPA Subscale and Construct Correlations (N = 27)
1. Frequency
2. Severity
3. Internalizing Problems Frequency
4. Internalizing Problems Severity
5. Extreme Beliefs Frequency
6. Extreme Beliefs Severity
7. Externalizing Behaviors Frequency
8. Externalizing Behaviors Severity
9. Lack of Attachment Frequency
10. Lack of Attachment Severity

1.
.88*
.57*
.56*
.54*
.51*
.81*
.75*
.57*
.61*

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

.84*
.33
.29
.44*
.37*
.36
.44*

.24
.23
.46*
.42*
.27
.46*

.95*
.50*
.51*
.32
.42

.50*
.51*
.32
.21

.92*
.45*
.49*

.41*
.44*

.69*

10.

.61*
.65*
.48*
.48*
.80*
.75*
.49*
.58*

Note. *p < .01
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Research Question Four
What are the inter-item relationships between the 38 items on the ISVPA?
ISVPA Inter-Item Correlations
Inter-item correlations are used to assess a construct that is important in instrument
development and to ensure that the items and latent variables are accurately measured. In the
present research, Kendall’s tau-b was used to assess the ISVPA inter-item correlations. The level
of strength was based on r = .10 to .49, weak; r = .50 to .69, moderate; r = .70 to .89, strong; and
r = .90 to 1.00, very strong (Donovan, 2016).
For the frequency subscale, there was a total of 703 correlations, with 24 items that
correlated moderately or strongly with at least one other item on that subscale at a .01 level. For
the very strong level, no inter-item correlations were related or significant. For the strong level,
16 inter-item correlations were related and significant (p < .01, see Table 13). For the moderate
level, 64 inter-item correlations were related and significant (p < .01, see Table 14). A total of
623 inter-item correlations were at the weak level, 14 correlations were significant (p < .01) and
609 were not significant.
For the severity subscale, there was a total of 703 correlations, with 27 items that
correlated moderately or strongly with at least one other item on that subscale at a .01 level. For
the very strong level, no inter-item correlations were related or significant. For the strong level,
20 inter-item correlations were related and significant (p < .01, see Table 15). For the moderate
level, 62 inter-item correlations were related and significant (p < .01, see Table 16). A total of
621 inter-item correlations were at the weak level, 26 correlations were significant (p < .01), and
595 were not significant.
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Table 13
School Personnel ISVPA 16 Frequency Constructs Inter-Item Strong Correlations (N = 27)
Items
6. IP
11. IP
21. IP
24. EX
27. EX
29. EX
16. EB
.74*
21. IP
.77*
27. EX
.80*
29. EX
.76*
.73*
.72*
.72*
30. EX
.73*
.80*
.83*
32. EX
.72*
.72*
.84*
33. EX
.77*
Note. IP = Internalizing Problems, EB = Extreme Beliefs, EX = Externalizing Behaviors, LA = Lack of Attachment; *p < .01

30. EX

.73*
.85*

Table 14
School Personnel ISVPA 64 Frequency Constructs Inter-Item Moderate Correlations (N = 27)
Items
5.
IP

2.
IP
.50*

6.
IP

10.
IP

.54*

11.
IP

.51*

12.
EX

11.
IP

12.
EX

13.
EX

15.
IP

16.
EB

19.
IP

21.
IP

.56*
.51*
.62*

.56*

.62*

-.51*

16.
EB

.54*

21.
IP
24.
EX

10.
IP

.57*

13.
EX
15.
IP

9.
EB

.60*
.53*

.61*

.58*

.65*
-.57*
.51*
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.55*

24.
EX

25.
EX

26.
LA

27.
EX

29.
EX

30.
EX

32.
EX

33.
EX

37.
EX

Items
25.
EX
26.
LA
27.
EX

2.
IP

6.
IP
.50*

9.
EB

10.
IP

11.
IP

12.
EX

13.
EX

.60*
.63*

.60*

30.
EX

.52*

31.
EX

.53*

32.
EX

.67*

.57*

33.
EX

.62*

.56*

16.
EB

.53*

.62*

21.
IP
.54*

24.
EX
.55*

25.
EX

26.
LA

27.
EX

29.
EX

30.
EX

32.
EX

33.
EX

37.
EX

.64*

.50*
.65*
.60*

.60*

.67*

.69*

.56*

.57*
.56*

.60*
.63*

36.
LA

.60*

.57*
.56*

.64*

.52*

.58*

37.
EX
38.
EX

19.
IP

.53*

.65*

29.
EX

15.
IP

.69*
.52*

.61*
.50*

.52*

.55*

.50*

.68*

.69*
.52*
.56*

Note. IP = Internalizing Problems, EB = Extreme Beliefs, EX = Externalizing Behaviors, LA = Lack of Attachment; *p < .01
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Table 15
School Personnel 20 ISVPA Severity Constructs Inter-Item Strong Correlations (N = 27)
Items
6. IP
11. IP
21. IP
24. EX
25. EX
27. EX
29. EX
16. EB
.81*
21. IP
.73*
27. EX
.78*
29. EX
.70*
.71*
.73*
.70*
.81*
30. EX
.70*
.71*
.83*
32. EX
.72*
.77*
.79*
.76*
33. EX
.71*
.
.71*
Note. IP = Internalizing Problems, EB = Extreme Beliefs, EX = Externalizing Behaviors, LA = Lack of Attachment; *p < .01

30. EX

32. EX

.72*
.82*

.72*

Table 16
School Personnel ISVPA 62 Severity Constructs Inter-Item Moderate Correlations (N = 27)
Items
3.
IP
8.
IP

1.
IP
.54*

3.
IP

5.
IP

6.
IP

9.
EB

10.
IP

.59*

11.
IP

.55*

12.
EX

13.
EX

15.
IP

16.
EB

.65*
.51*

13.
EX

.66*

16.
EB

.59*

21.
IP

12.
EX

.52*

10.
IP

17.
IP

11.
IP

.58*

.65*
.61*

.65*

.50*
.51*

-.57*
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19.
IP

20.
IP

21.
IP

24.
EX

25.
EX

27.
EX

29.
EX

30.
EX

32.
EX

33.
EX

37.
EX

Items
24.
EX

1.
IP

3.
IP

5.
IP

6.
IP
.65*

9.
EB

10.
IP

11.
IP
.59*

25.
EX

.62*

.55*

.55*

27.
EX

.64*

.55*

.64*

29.
EX
30.
EX

13.
EX

15.
IP

16.
EB

19.
IP

20.
IP

.56*

.63*

.50*

.57*

24.
EX

.55*

.55*

.65*

25.
EX

27.
EX

29.
EX

30.
EX

.58*

.62*

.66*

.59*

32.
EX

33.
EX

37.
EX

.59*

.51*
.52*

32.
EX

.68*

.64*

.54*

.50*

.68*

.51*

.55*

36.
LA
37.
EX

21.
IP
.51*

.57*

31.
EX

33.
EX

12.
EX

.65*

.59*
.66*

.64*

.59*

.63*
.55*

.52*

.53*

38.
EX
Note. IP = Internalizing Problems, EB = Extreme Beliefs, EX = Externalizing Behaviors, LA = Lack of Attachment; *p < .01
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.56*

.62*

.60*

.52*

.56*
.54*
.63*

Summary
In this chapter, descriptions of the expert panel, focus group, peer reviewers, and school
personnel as well as the three data collection phases were provided. Additionally, the data
analysis for feasibility of the present research that included two of the four revised research
questions were provided. Both the evaluators’ and school personnel’s qualitative and quantitative
evaluations, as well as the descriptive statistics, graphs, tests of normality, and confidence
intervals were included. Finally, data analysis for the adequacy that included the two additional
research questions and the correlational analyses were provided.
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Chapter V
Introduction
Chapter V begins with a discussion of the present research findings. Next, the
implications for school personnel are provided, followed by the limitations of the present
research and the recommendations for future research. Finally, the conclusions are provided.
Discussion of Research Findings
The purpose of the present research was to develop an interdisciplinary school violence
prevention assessment that examines the frequency and severity of four constructs (i.e.,
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment), the
ISVPA. Ideally, the ISVPA is to be used in conjunction with existing threat assessment
procedures for students who have expressed a threat. Details of the ISVPA in conjunction with
existing threat assessment procedures could give background context (i.e., last 30 days) to
possible problematic patterns a student is experiencing. As indicated by experts in the present
research, risk assessments are not supported for the evaluation of school violence because of the
chance students’ will be profiled or wrongfully identified from bias. As most threat assessments
are qualitative in nature, the ISVPA can provide additional information and serve as an extra
assessment measure to school violence prevention.
ISVPA Validity
In the present research, face and content validity were assessed through the utilization of
three types of evaluations; expert panel, focus group, and peer reviewers. The utilization of these
three types of evaluations provides feedback and information that is pertinent to the instrument
development process (Crocker & Aligina, 2008; DeVellis, 2017; Fernández-Gómez et al., 2020).
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Expert Panel
The utilization of an expert panel is widely supported in an instrument development
(Crocker & Aligina, 2008; DeVellis, 2017; Stancliffe et al., 2017; Stolarova et al., 2014) and can
be utilized to assess for overall face and content validity (Crocker & Aligina, 2008; DeVellis,
2017). According to Fernández-Gómez et al. (2020), an expert panel is beneficial for the
identification of strengths and weaknesses of an instrument that should include both qualitative
and quantitative evaluations. In the present research, six experts from the professional fields of
counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology evaluated the 67 ISVPA items for face and
content validity. As indicated by Fernández-Gómez et al. (2020), the strength of experts’
agreement (e.g., six experts identifying the same construct for an item) supports content validity
of an instrument. The results of the qualitative and quantitative evaluation by the experts in the
field of school violence indicated suggestions for revisions (i.e., constructs and items, 67 to 41
items). Due to the experts’ multiple revision suggestions and reduction in items based on the four
major constructs, further research is needed on the ISVPA’s face and content validity.
Focus Group
Face and content validity was further analyzed through the utilization of a focus group of
school personnel (i.e., teachers and principals). According to Benson and Clark (1982), an
evaluation by a target group (i.e., the intended population to use an instrument) could contribute
to the validation process of an instrument. Similarly, to the expert panel phase and as suggested
by Fernández-Gómez et al. (2020), three or more focus group members agreed whether an item
was clear confirming validity of ISVPA items. The benefit of the focus group was to ensure that
the language of items was clear and easy to understand by teachers and principals, who are
among the intended population (i.e., three additional items were deleted).
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Based on the expert panel and focus group, 18 items were identified in the construct of
internalizing problems, the most items in one construct when compared to the other three
constructs. Conversely, only two items were identified for extreme beliefs, which was the lowest
number of items in a construct when compared to the other three constructs. Also, 14 items were
identified for externalizing behaviors, the second highest number of items in a construct. Finally,
four items were indicated for the lack of attachment construct, similar to the small number of
items for extreme beliefs. The qualitative and quantitative evaluations by the expert panel and
focus group added face and content validity to the 38 items included in the ISVPA.
Peer Review Group
The recommendation by Benson and Clark (1982) supported the inclusion of peer
reviewers to assess content validity of an instrument. In the present research, peer reviewers
provided a counseling perspective of the ISVPA, a representation of the target professional
population (i.e., school personnel). Additional face and content validity were supported by the
peer reviewers’ qualitative evaluation, as three of the four reviewers provided positive feedback
to the overall ISVPA construction. Additionally, the peer reviewers’ further clarification of items
with their examples provided content validity. Peer reviewers’ completion of the ISVPA assisted
in the validation of the overall administration and identification of possible issues. Peer
reviewers’ scores on the ISVPA aligned with relevant research by identifying internalizing
problems and externalizing behaviors as important factors to consider in adolescent
psychopathology (Achenbach & Edlebrock, 1979; Miller & Eisenberg, 1988) and are especially
important in school-based research.
The results of the evaluations completed by the expert panel, focus group, and peer
review group yielded similar recommendations for improvement. Both the expert panel’s and
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peer review group’s qualitative evaluations supported several recommendations for revisions to
existing items or suggestions for new items to be added to the ISVPA. Although content validity
from the separate evaluations was limited, a marginal increase in face and content validity was
observed as all of the evaluations were compared. For example, the overlap of items between the
expert panel and focus group both contributed to item clarity that further solidified the positive
feedback from the peer reviewers. Overall, the utilization of the expert panel, focus group, and
peer reviewers were a significant benefit to the instrument development process and indications
for future research with the ISVPA.
ISVPA Reliability
In the present research, reliability was assessed with the ISVPA. The small sample of
school personnel (i.e., N = 27) demographics were similar to the trends seen in the education and
school counseling field research (ASCA, 2021; National Center for Education Statistics, 2022;
Schaeffer, 2021). According to Schaeffer (2021), in 2017 to 2018, 79% of teachers were White,
7% Black/African American, 9% Latino/Hispanic, 2% Asian American, and less than 2%
American Indian/Alaskan Native or Pacific Islander. In the present research, teachers were
mostly female (i.e., four female and one male) who all identified as White (18.50%). From 2017
to 2018, the National Center for Education Statistics (2022) found that 78% of principals were
White, 11% Black/African American, 9% Latino/Hispanic, 1% Asian American, and 1%
American Indian/Alaskan Native. In the present research, of the four female principals, two were
White (7.40%) and two were Black/African American (7.40%).
Based on the ASCA Research Report: State of the Profession 2020, 77% of school
counselors were White, 10% Black/African American, 5% Latino/Hispanic, roughly 1% Asian
American, and less than 1% American Indian/Alaskan Native or Pacific Islander. In the present
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research, of the 18 school counselors (i.e., 2 male, 14 female, and 2 no response) 13 reported
White (48.20%), 2 Black/African American (7.40%), 1 Latino/Hispanic (3.70%), and 2 no
response (7.40%). The similarities between the demographic trends and the present research with
both teachers and principals as well as school counselors indicates that the participants were
representative of the target population that contributed to the validity and reliability of their
evaluations of middle school students.
Frequency Subscale
In the present research, on average, school personnel’s evaluation of how frequent
students’ concerns (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and
lack of attachment) were at a moderate level (M = 54.19), with the lowest score at 21.00, a low
concern and the highest score at 85.00, a high concern. A moderate level of concern indicates
how often a students’ concerns are occurring and that an opportunity for intervention is needed
prior to the escalation of violence (Reddy et al., 2001). As suggested by Vossekuil et al. (2002),
consultation with others, like members of the multidisciplinary threat assessment team, law
enforcement, school administration, and colleagues (i.e., mental health professionals or
physicians) who specialize in the assessment of violence are encouraged. Despite a resulting
level of concern for a student (i.e., low, moderate, or high), school personnel’s consultation and
clinical judgment should be considered to ensure that their assessment of a student is thoroughly
analyzed regardless of the level of concern. The resulting level of concern for the ISVPA should
not be used as the sole assessment in the threat assessment procedures.
Frequency Subscale and Frequency Construct Correlations. Geschwind et al. (2019)
noted how often or severe externalizing changes in behaviors or internalizing problems occur can
be related to factors, such as internal depression, withdrawal, and shyness. Based on the
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evaluation of school personnel in the present research, five strong and moderate correlations
were found. A strong and significant correlation was found for the frequency subscale and
students’ frequency of their externalizing behaviors (𝑟𝜏 = .81). Also, the frequency subscale was
moderately and significantly correlated with the frequency of students’ internalizing problems,
extreme beliefs, and lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .57, .54, .57). The frequency of students’
externalizing behaviors was moderately and significantly correlated with the frequency of their
extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .50).
Hirschi (1969) suggested that factors such as lack of attachment and extreme beliefs can
contribute to adolescents’ delinquent behaviors. In the present research, five weak correlations
were found. The frequency of students’ externalizing behaviors weakly but significantly
correlated with the frequency of their lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .45). Students’ frequency of
internalizing problems was weakly and significantly correlated with the frequency of their
externalizing behaviors (𝑟𝜏 = .44). Conversely, weak and nonsignificant correlations were found
with the frequency of students’ internalizing problems with the frequency of their extreme
beliefs and lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .33, .36). Finally, a weak and nonsignificant correlation was
found with the frequency of students’ lack of attachment and their extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .32).
Frequency Subscale and Severity Construct Correlations. Based on the evaluations of
school personnel, three strong and moderate correlations with the frequency subscale were also
found with the severity of the constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, and
externalizing behaviors). As indicated by O’Toole (2000), the severity of students’ concerns
related to violence and their externalizing behaviors can be related. Strong and significant
relationships were found with the frequency of students’ externalizing behaviors and the severity
subscale (𝑟𝜏 = .80). Also, the frequency of students’ internalizing problems moderately and

146

significantly correlated with the severity subscale (𝑟𝜏 = .61). A moderate and significant
correlation was found with the frequency of students’ externalizing behaviors and the severity of
their extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .50).
Hirschi (1969), a prominent figure in criminology and sociology fields, identified the
importance of strong bonds in adolescents’ moral belief system and their attachment to others in
the prevention of delinquent behaviors. In the present research, seven weak correlations were
found. Weak but significant correlations were found for the frequency of students’ extreme
beliefs and their lack of attachment with the severity subscale (𝑟𝜏 = .48, .49). A weak and
significant correlation was found for the frequency of students’ externalizing behaviors and the
severity of their internalizing problems (𝑟𝜏 = .46). A weak and significant correlation was found
for the frequency of students’ lack of attachment and the severity of their externalizing behaviors
(𝑟𝜏 = .41). Weak and nonsignificant correlations were found for the frequency of students’
extreme beliefs and their lack of attachment with the severity of their internalizing problems (𝑟𝜏
= .24, .27). Finally, a weak and nonsignificant correlation was found for the frequency of
students’ lack of attachment and the severity of their extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .32).
Frequency Inter-Item Correlations. According to Burton and Mazerolle (2011), interitem correlations should be at least moderately correlated to exhibit reliability. Less than one
quarter of the inter-item correlations for frequency were strong and significant (𝑟𝜏 = .72 - .85).
However, almost two thirds of the significant inter-item correlations for the frequency of
students’ concerns (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and
lack of attachment) were moderate (𝑟𝜏 = .50 - .69). In the present research, a little over 65% (i.e.,
24) of items significantly correlated (i.e., moderately and strongly) with at least one other item
on the subscale for the frequency of students’ internalizing problems, extreme beliefs,
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externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .50 - .85), resulting in reliability of the
frequency subscale. Conversely, 14 inter-item correlations were significant at a weak level, thus
did not support reliability (𝑟𝜏 = .45 - .49).
Severity Subscale
In the present research, on average, school personnel’s evaluation of how severe students’
concerns (i.e., internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of
attachment) were at a moderate level (M = 49.93). Compared to the frequency of students’
concerns (M = 54.19), the severity of their concerns was slightly lower (M = 49.93), with the
lowest score of 20.00, a low level of concern and the highest score of 81.00, a high level of
concern. As in the frequency of students’ concerns that were at a moderate level, the average of
severity of students’ concerns was also at a moderate level as well as at a low and high level of
concern. Middle school students experienced or demonstrated concerns slightly more than the
severity of their concerns. As previously noted by Vossekuil et al. (2002), consultation with
others is encouraged in the assessment of a threat. For moderate level concerns, clinical
judgment and consultation should be considered when assessing a student to ensure that the
personnel’s assessment is thoroughly analyzed, despite the resulting level of concern.
Severity Subscale and Severity Construct Correlations. As indicated by O’Toole
(2000), the severity of students’ concerns occurs when they express more details of a threat (e.g.,
plans of violence) and when issues are identified in their background (i.e., student’s personality,
family, school, and peer dynamics). In the present research, four strong and moderate
correlations were found. The severity subscale and four construct correlations for students’
concerns varied from strong to weak and significant. Strong and significant correlations were
found with the severity subscale and the severity of students’ externalizing behaviors (𝑟𝜏 = .75).
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The severity subscale moderately and significantly correlated with the severity of students’
internalizing problems and the severity of their lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .58, .65). The severity of
students’ externalizing behaviors was moderately and significantly correlated with the severity of
their extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .51).
According to Hirschi (1969), when adolescents endorse beliefs opposed to the moral
view of society and lack a close bond with others as well as a lack of concern regarding others’
opinions (i.e., parents, peers, or school), they are more likely to engage in delinquent behaviors.
In the present research, six weak correlations were found. The severity of students’ internalizing
problems was weakly and significantly correlated with the severity of their externalizing
behaviors and the severity of their lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .42, .46). Also, the severity subscale
had weak and significant correlation with the severity of students’ extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .48). A
weak and significant correlation was found with the severity of students’ lack of attachment and
the severity of their externalizing behaviors (𝑟𝜏 = .44). A weak and nonsignificant correlation was
found with the severity of students’ extreme beliefs and their internalizing problems (𝑟𝜏 = .23).
Finally, a weak and nonsignificant correlation was found with the severity of students’ lack of
attachment and their extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .21).
Severity Subscale and Frequency Construct Correlations. As indicated by Silver et al.
(2018) and Vossekuil et al. (2002), students’ mental health stressors and lack of interest in others
are possible indicators to underlying problems. Based on the school personnel’s evaluations, 10
correlations were found from very strong to moderate in strength. A very strong and significant
correlation was found with the severity and frequency of students’ externalizing behaviors (𝑟𝜏 =
.92). Also, a strong and significant correlation was found with the frequency of middle school
students’ concerns and the severity or seriousness of students’ expressions or demonstrations of
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concerns (𝑟𝜏 = .88). A strong and significant relationship was found with the severity of students’
externalizing behaviors and the frequency subscale (𝑟𝜏 = .75). A strong and significant
correlation was found with the severity of students’ internalizing problems and the frequency of
their internalizing problems (𝑟𝜏 = .84). A very strong and significant relationship was found with
the severity of students’ extreme beliefs and the frequency of their extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .95).
Students’ severity of internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, and lack of attachment moderately
and significantly correlated with the frequency subscale (𝑟𝜏 = .51, .56, .61). A moderate and
significant correlation was found with students’ severity of externalizing behaviors and their
frequency of extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .51). A moderate and significant relationship was found with
students’ severity and frequency of their lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .69).
As noted by Álvarez-García et al. (2019), antisocial friendships can have a moderate
effect on adolescents’ overall antisocial behaviors. In the present research, five weak correlations
were found. The severity of students’ externalizing behaviors and their lack of attachment was
weakly and significantly correlated with the frequency of their internalizing problems (𝑟𝜏 = .37,
.44). A weak and significant correlation was found with the severity of students’ lack of
attachment and the frequency of their externalizing behaviors (𝑟𝜏 = .49). A weak and
nonsignificant relationship was found with the severity of students’ extreme beliefs and the
frequency of their internalizing problems (𝑟𝜏 = .29). Finally, a weak and nonsignificant
correlation was found with the severity of students’ lack of attachment and the frequency of their
extreme beliefs (𝑟𝜏 = .42).
Severity Inter-Item Correlations. Less than one quarter of the significant severity interitem correlations were strong (𝑟𝜏 = .70 - .83). And, more than half of the severity inter-item
correlations were moderate and significant in strength (𝑟𝜏 = .50 - .68). As supported by research
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(Burton & Mazerolle, 2011), reliability can be derived from inter-item strength levels (i.e.,
moderate or higher). In the present research, 71% (i.e., 27) items significantly correlated (i.e.,
moderately and strongly) with at least one other item on a subscale for the severity of students’
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .50
- .83), resulting in reliability for the severity subscale. Conversely, 26 inter-item correlations
were significant at a weak level and were not supported for reliability (𝑟𝜏 = .44 - .49).
Internalizing Problems
According to Benzi et al. (2018), internalizing problems are a significant adolescent
concern that can vary. Relevant research identified anxiety, depression, psychosomatic
symptoms (i.e., headaches or stomachaches), suicidal ideation, mental health stressors, and
personality traits as signs and symptoms of internalizing problems in adolescents (Benzi et al.,
2018; Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Liu et al., 2011; Malecki et al., 2015; Pine et al., 1998; Silver
et al., 2018; Terzian et al., 2011; Vossekuil et al., 2002). In the present research, school
personnel’s evaluations of middle school students’ internalizing problems were the highest for
frequency (M = 30.78) and severity (M = 28.07) when compared to students’ externalizing
behaviors (M = 15.26; 14.63). Both the frequency and severity of students’ internalizing
problems fell within a moderate level of concern. According to the school personnel, middle
school students experienced internalizing problems more often and more severely when
compared to students’ externalizing behaviors.
Benzi et al. (2018) found relationships between maladaptive personality traits (i.e.,
negative affect, detachment, antagonism, disinhibition, and psychoticism) and psychological
distress (i.e., anxiety, depression, withdrawn, grandiosity, impulsivity, and delusions; r = .22 .64). Similar to Benzi et al. (2018), in the present research, a moderate and significant
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relationship was found between middle school students’ frequency of their anxiety and sadness,
as well as moderate and significant relationships with their severity of withdrawal (i.e.,
avoidance in social situations) and leakage (i.e., harmful intent made in writings, drawings,
social media posts, or communicated to peers; 𝑟𝜏 = .50 - .54). Based on school personnel’s
evaluation, the frequency of students’ internalizing problems (i.e., anxiety and sadness) increased
concurrently with the severity of their withdrawal and leakage.
According to Massing-Schaffer et al. (2019), adolescents (i.e., 12 to 18 years old) are at a
higher rate of suicidal ideation when compared to other developmental stages of children.
Massing-Schaffer et al. (2019) found a relationship between interpersonal stressful events and
increased risk of suicidal ideation for female adolescents (r = .17). In the present research, a
moderate and significant correlation was found for students’ severity of their indirect suicidal
ideation and their sadness (𝑟𝜏 = .50). According to Vossekuil et al. (2002), 78% of school
violence offenders experienced suicidal ideation and behaviors (e.g., past suicide attempts) prior
to an act of violence in schools. In the present research, a moderate and significant correlation
was found for students’ severity of suicidal behaviors and their suicidal ideation (𝑟𝜏 = .52). The
severity of middle school students’ suicidal behaviors increased as their suicidal ideation
increased. Additionally, a moderate and significant correlation was found for how severe
students’ low self-esteem and suicidal behaviors were (𝑟𝜏 = .54). Based on school personnel’s
evaluation, the higher the severity of middle school students’ low self-esteem, the more their
suicidal ideation increased.
Externalizing Behaviors
Although externalizing behaviors can be characteristic of adolescent development, the
frequency and severity of the externalizing behaviors can be indicators of a deeper struggle.
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Vossekuil et al. (2002) pointed out that the majority of violent offenders displayed noticeable
externalized behavioral changes prior to acts of violence. On average, school personnel’s
evaluation of how frequent (M = 15.26) and severe (M = 14.63) middle school students
externalizing behaviors were lower than their internalizing problems (M = 30.78; 28.07). Also,
school personnel’s evaluation varied more for externalizing behaviors than internalizing
problems. Both the frequency and severity of externalizing behaviors fell within a moderate level
of concern.
According to Vossekuil et al. (2002), 68% of offenders obtained a weapon from their
family environment and 93% of offenders planned their violent act; whereas, Meloy and O’Toole
(2011) found that students try small-scale violent behaviors often times prior to their planned
attacks. In the present research, a moderate and significant correlation was found for the
frequency and severity of students’ small-scale violent acts and practicing plans to commit
intended violence (𝑟𝜏 = .56 - .63). Due to the lack of contextual information regarding the middle
school students scores for small-scale violent acts and practicing plans to commit intended
violence, the present research is unable to determine if the finding supports the research by
Vossekuil et al. (2002) and Meloy and O’Toole (2011). In the present research, a significant
relationship for obtaining weapons was not found. According to relevant research (Borum et al.,
2010; O’Toole, 2000; Vossekuil et al., 2002), one of the most important behavioral warning
signs from students who may be violent is leakage. In the present research, the frequency of
students’ leakage was moderately and significantly correlated with their threats towards others,
threats towards school, and indirect threats in writing (𝑟𝜏 = .53 - .67). Based on the evaluation of
school personnel, as students’ leakage increased, their expressions or demonstrations of threats
also increased. Although adolescents’ leakage and changes in their behaviors do not always lead
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to violence (Leuschner et al., 2011; Leuschner et al., 2017), their leakage and behaviors can be a
significant concern and indicate that a student could benefit from targeted counseling sessions.
ISVPA Limited Reliability
In the present research, the type of reliability assessed with the ISVPA was limited for
two constructs; extreme beliefs and lack of attachment. Although ideas related to extreme beliefs
and lack of attachment are included in the counseling and psychology disciplines, the two
constructs are predominately discussed in the criminology and sociology fields (Hirschi, 1969;
McGloin & Thomas, 2019; Meloy and O’Toole, 2011; Sommer et al., 2014; Trip et al., 2019;
O’Toole, 2000).
Extreme Beliefs
Extreme beliefs can impact adolescents negatively resulting in school violence.
Developmentally, adolescents are formulating their sense of self and belief systems. As indicated
by Hirschi (1969), beliefs that are opposite to the collective societal norms can result in an
individual’s violent behaviors. For the present research, the results were based on school
personnel’s evaluation of middle school students’ frequency (M = 1.22) and severity (M = 1.19)
on only two ISVPA items for extreme beliefs. Also, tests for distribution of scores indicated that
extreme beliefs was not normal. The frequency and severity of extreme beliefs had the most
nonsignificant and weak correlations with the other constructs (𝑟𝜏 = .21 - .42). According to
school personnel, middle school students were experiencing extreme beliefs the least; however,
due to the lack of validity, students’ extreme beliefs were unable to be compared to internalizing
problems and externalizing behaviors that had been supported for reliability.
According to Meloy and O’Toole (2011), students’ existing radicalized belief systems are
enhanced when they plan to further past offenders’ violent actions or their rationale for violence.
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With a minimal number of two items, moderate and significant relationships were found for how
frequent and severe school personnel reported that students identified with past offenders and
threats towards school (e.g., school shooting; 𝑟𝜏 = .51 - .57), similar to what Meloy and O’Toole
(2001) and Malkki (2014) described as a form of violence symbolism. The more a student
identified with past offenders (e.g., Columbine shooters) the more often and more serious a
student expressed threats of violence towards a school. As indicated in SCT and CBT, extreme
beliefs have a negative impact on individuals’ view of self or the world that result in violent or
aggressive external behaviors (Beck, 1970, 2011; Farrington, 2019; Leuschner et al., 2017;
O’Toole, 2000; Silver et al., 2018). Students who expressed extreme beliefs were often unable to
maintain long term relationships (𝑟𝜏 = .53).
Lack of Attachment
The final construct that can contribute to adolescent violence in schools is lack of
attachment to others (i.e., parents, peers, and school). According to Hirschi’s (1969) SCT,
attachment to parents, peers, and schools is a critical factor in preventing violent behaviors and
strong bonds with others serve as a protective factor. On average, school personnel’s evaluation
was low for how frequent (M = 6.93) and severe (M = 6.04) middle school students lack of
attachment was. However, tests of normality indicated that lack of attachment frequency did not
have a normal distribution. Additionally, the frequency of lack of attachment had four
nonsignificant and weak correlations with other constructs (𝑟𝜏 = .27 - .36) compared to the two
nonsignificant and weak correlations for the severity of lack of attachment (𝑟𝜏 = .21 - .42).
Similarly, to extreme beliefs, lack of attachment did not support reliability.
Hirschi (1969) said that the lack of quality in students’ relationship dynamics and social
bonds with others play a key role in their development of aggression and violent behaviors.
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On the ISVPA, only one item related to parent attachment (i.e., item 7, parent[s] do not supervise
activities). Based on results of school personnel’s evaluation of students, item 7 did not correlate
significantly with any other item, which could be attributed to the small sample size or that the
item is not relevant for a preventative school violence assessment. Quality of peer influence (i.e.,
positive or negative) can have an impact on adolescents’ decision-making and engagement in
beneficial or dangerous behaviors (Leuschner et al., 2017; McGloin & Thomas, 2019; Sommer et
al., 2014; O’Toole, 2000). For school attachment, item 34 (i.e., uninvolved in school activities)
was not correlated with other items.
Implications
In the present research, several implications resulted for researchers of the prevention of
school violence, school personnel, and school counselors. Since the 1999 Columbine High
School shooting (Cornell, 2020; Goforth, 2019; King & Bracy, 2019), school violence has
become a global concern (Anderson & Sabia, 2018; McMahon, 2020) that has created a shift to a
more preventative approach. Authoritative efforts have been deemed ineffective (Gaudiano &
Mitchell, 2017). In the present research, several implications were determined based on the
findings from the exploratory nature of the pilot study for school personnel, student assistance,
and student advocacy.
Implications for School Personnel
The stage approach to crisis is especially relevant to school counseling and school
environments. Of the four stages (i.e., prevention, preparedness, intervention and response, and
postvention and recovery), threat assessment procedures align with the prevention and
preparedness stages of crises in schools. An implication of the present research is in favor of the
threat assessment approach rather than a risk assessment approach for school violence prevention
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and preparedness. School personnel (i.e., teachers, principals, and school counselors) play a
significant role in the prevention of a crisis (Ozer & Weinstein, 2010; Poland & Conte, n.d.).
Additionally, the NASP (2002, 2014) recommends that clear district policies are established as a
preventative measure for school violence that include the identification of threat assessment
procedures. Additionally, the plans and policies to address school violence should be prepared
prior to an act of violence and should be disseminated to all school personnel (ASCA, 2019;
Moore & Susan, 2015). An implication from the present research is that continued validity and
reliability research is needed on the ISVPA to provide an additional assessment for school
personnel.
Although threat assessments are widely utilized and supported as preventative measures
to school violence (Cornell, 2020; NASP, 2002; O’Toole, 2000; Van Dreal, 2011), a valid and
reliable interdisciplinary (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology) assessment
for the prevention of school violence does not exist. Existing threat assessment procedures are
implemented after the communication of a threat or violent act and due to the potential
immediacy of the situation, may not consider the contributing factors of students’ internalizing
problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment. For school-based
threat assessment teams, an implication from the present research is that a preventative
assessment, such as the ISVPA could be used in conjunction with existing school assessments to
help connect students to counseling services even if a threat is deemed transient.
Implications for Student Assistance
Relevant research has supported the idea that students’ internalizing and externalizing
problems are common areas of focus in school-based research (Achenbach & Edlebrock, 1979;
Gerald et al., 2016; Goodman-Scott et al., 2019; Hoover et al., 2018; Nadeem et al., 2011;
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Santiago et al., 2018). An implication from the present research is that internalizing problems
and externalizing behaviors were more prevalent when assessing middle school students when
compared to the other two factors that can impact students (e.g., extreme beliefs or lack of
attachment). The present research confirms that continued assessment by teachers, principals,
and school counselors of students’ internalizing problems and externalizing behaviors could
assist school personnel when helping students who may be experiencing concerns and need
support before school violence occurs.
Also, an implication of the present research is that extreme beliefs and lack of attachment
may be additional factors that impact students, which would indicate a need for training of
school personnel. Extreme beliefs and lack of attachment have had limited focus in school-based
counseling research. In comparison, research in criminology and sociology on school violence
have identified extreme beliefs and lack of attachment as potential factors that impact
adolescents and their delinquent behaviors due to the lack of bonds adolescents have with society
or others (i.e., parents, peers, and school; Hirschi, 1969; O’Toole, 2000) and their extreme
beliefs when identifying with others who are violent (McCauley & Moskalenko, 2008; Trip et
al., 2019). School-based counseling research could benefit from research awareness based in
other disciplines, such as criminology and sociology that could further research in school
violence thereby assist students. New assessments, such as the ISVPA could assist in assessing
factors that impact students, such as extreme beliefs and lack of attachment.
Implications for Student Advocacy
Although the present research sought to incorporate an interdisciplinary research
approach, the primary purpose has been from a counseling perspective to provide counseling
services to students who need help. A standard in the school counseling field is advocacy (ASCA
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2019) and according to the ASCA National Model (2019), “school counselors act as advocates,
leaders, collaborators, and consultants who create systemic change by providing equitable
educational access and success by connecting their school counseling programs to the district’s
mission and improvement plans” (p. 31). Continued research in validating the ISVPA for future
use could provide an assessment and preventive approach that school counselors could use to
help connect students in need of counseling.
However, the increased demand for student support through school-based counseling
services has been impacted by the lack of time and scheduling availability current school
counselors are faced with. Thus, assessment time that can be used to assess student concerns of
internalizing problems, extreme beliefs, externalizing behaviors, and lack of attachment may be
limited. Based on the ASCA National Model (2019), the ideal caseload for a school counselor is
250 to 1; however, most caseloads surpass that ratio, with a national average ranging from 419 to
1 to 1,135 to 1 for elementary and middle schools (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.).
An implication from the present research is that change is needed in schools that would employ
more school counselors to effectively assess negative factors that impact students and assist
students who need counseling to reduce school violence and improve the school climate.
Limitations
In the present research, several limitations exist that included a small representation of
the four disciplines in the expert panel, decreased participation of the focus and peer review
group members, limited item representation for two constructs, challenges with data collection,
small sample size of 27 participants, and the ISVPA’s format and distribution to participants.
The first limitation was the under representation of interdisciplinary disciplines (i.e.,
counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology) on the expert panel. As indicated by the
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CIHR (2005) and Choi and Pak (2006), the term interdisciplinary refers to the process of ideas
across disciplines to be analyzed and synthesized to create a comprehensive understanding of a
topic. The expert panel was an important aspect to the validity of the ISVPA. Of the final six
expert panelists, one identified from a counseling psychology discipline and one from sociology
education discipline as well as, two were from each of the psychology and criminology
disciplines. Due to the limited representation of the four disciplines, notably counseling and
sociology, a limitation was the limited number of experts for the evaluation on the ISVPA.
Expert panel recruitment took place during the COVID-19 pandemic, which could be a
contributor to the limited number of panelists. A common response from experts was that they
were unable to assume another task to their workload; therefore, could not participate.
A second limitation pertained to a decreased number of focus group and peer reviewers.
In addition to the expert panel, the evaluations from the focus group and peer reviewers were an
important aspect to the validity of the ISVPA. However, both the focus group and peer reviewers
were limited to current UNO graduate students in the Educational Leadership and Counselor
Education programs. Based on multiple recruitment efforts, only four graduate students were
recruited for each group. The limitation could be attributed to the COVID-19 pandemic and
Hurricane Ida that impacted the southern region of the United States shorty after recruitment
began.
A third limitation was the limited item representation of the two constructs, extreme
beliefs and lack of attachment. Based on the expert panel quantitative evaluation, only two items
were identified for extreme beliefs and only four identified for lack of attachment. The two
constructs (i.e., extreme beliefs and lack of attachment) had significantly less items than the
other two constructs (i.e., internalizing problems, 18; externalizing behaviors, 14). Due to the
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low item representation, results for extreme beliefs and lack of attachment were significantly
limited. The validity and reliability of the two constructs (i.e., extreme beliefs and lack of
attachment) could not be endorsed in the present research.
A fourth limitation was the shift in data collection procedures that resulted in a change
from parametric to nonparametric analyses. The parametric procedures planned for the present
research could have contributed to the validity and reliability of the ISVPA. However, due to the
significantly small sample, a shift to an exploratory pilot study and nonparametric procedures
occurred. Due to the exploratory nature of a pilot study and the chance of bias in results
(Hertzog, 2008), the results in the present research lack generalizability and require significant
future research to further support the findings. Specifically, additional validity and reliability
testing would be needed prior to the ISVPA being utilized in schools.
A fifth limitation was related to a significantly small sample size. During the data
collection phases, the COVID-19 pandemic was at its peak. In the present research, teachers,
principals, and school counselors may have been unable to participate due to time constraints,
work overload, and the amount of time to complete the ISVPA. For example, one potential
participant stated “we are so very swamped that I do not think that I can do one more thing right
now. I looked at your survey and started it, but it got so long that I ran out of time.” Due to the
length of the ISVPA (i.e., 38 items), a shorter version may be needed to address the time
constraints of completion. The dropout rates of participants are important to note as possible
changes should be made in instrument administration for recruitment in a larger study (Hertzog,
2008).
A sixth limitation was related to the ISVPA administration to participants via a Qualtrics
survey. The possibility of technology issues and the length of the survey could have contributed
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to the 23 responses that were unanswered (i.e., surveys were opened by participants, but no
questions were answered). Additionally, the format on the Qualtrics survey had the frequency
and severity Likert-scale listed side-by-side for each item (i.e., participants scored both subscales
at the same time). A limitation could have been in the bias of participants responses given the
side-by-side format of the question and could have contributed to the 2 responses that were
incomplete (i.e., no responses to the 38 severity subscale items).
Recommendations for Future Research
Although the present research provided limited validity and reliability of the ISVPA,
several recommendations for future research can be made. Future research could be on revisions
to the ISVPA (i.e., redefining constructs, adding new and revising existing construct items, and
scoring), further validity and reliability testing, and field testing the ISVPA with a larger sample
of school personnel.
In the present research, several revisions to the ISVPA were identified that related to
redefining constructs, adding new and revising existing subscale items, and scoring. Future
research could include revisiting the literature to identify more current and appropriate
definitions and related terms for the constructs included in a preventative school violence
assessment, the ISVPA. Additionally, new item suggestions were made by the expert panel and
the peer review group that indicated an area of future research would align with more items
being added or revised. As recommended by Benson and Clark (1982), the item pool should be
doubled for the final instrument. Due to the results of the expert panel quantitative evaluation,
extreme beliefs and lack of attachment had the lowest item count per construct. An area of future
research would be to establish a more extensive item pool for each construct and to add an
additional expert panel to evaluate the items for content validity.
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Additionally, the scoring for the ISVPA presents as another area of future research. As
the items for the constructs are expanded, the scoring would subsequently require revisions.
However, as recommended by an expert from the present research, less focus should be placed
on quantifiably scoring levels. Therefore, future research would require further exploration of an
appropriate scoring for the ISVPA.
An area of future research would be to further the validity and reliability of the ISVPA.
The validation process is a very important aspect of instrument development as it ensures the
instrument has measured what it was designed to measure (Abell et al., 2009; Dimitrov, 2012;
Field, 2013). In addition to expanding the existing face and content validity discussed in the
present research, construct and concurrent validity could also be utilized in subsequent validity
tests of the ISVPA. For example, construct validity could be assessed through parametric
analyses (i.e., exploratory factor analysis) to determine if factors emerge that reflect the
constructs. Also, concurrent validity could be examined through administering the ISVPA and
the PETRA (Schneller, 2005). The PETRA evaluates the level of risk after a student
communicates a threat and is used in conjunction with established threat assessment procedures
as the results assist with identified risk levels. Another area of future research related to testing is
to implement the ISVPA alongside existing threat assessment procedures (e.g., STAS). Through
testing the ISVPA with existing procedures, the instrument’s validity within the context of threat
assessment could be determined.
Similarly, reliability is an important aspect of instrument development to determine
consistency and freedom from errors (Dimitrov, 2012; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). Although
internal consistency was initially reviewed through the ISVPA inter-item correlations using the
two subscales, the results were not generalizable or substantial enough to endorse the ISVPA as a
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reliable instrument. According to Hertzog (2008) “given the imprecision of these correlation
estimates, it would not be advisable to make final decisions about item inclusion or deletion
based on their criterion alone using pilot data” (p. 182). Continued reliability analyses (i.e.,
exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha) could be an area of future research. Overall,
establishing strong validity and reliability of the ISVPA would be important prior to the
implementation of the assessment in schools.
Pilot studies are used as initial research prior to the implementation of a larger study
(Hertzog, 2008). Although a pilot study can be beneficial for planning a larger study given the
information obtained from confidence intervals and correlations, potential biases that can present
with small samples when results are interpreted should be considered (Hertzog, 2008). An area
of future research would be to field test the ISVPA with a larger sample of school personnel at
all grade levels. A larger sample would provide more accurate and generalizable results, as well
as establish validity and reliability of the ISVPA.
Conclusions
The results of the present research indicated initial; however, limited validity and
reliability. The exploratory nature of the pilot study and the lack of generalizability limited the
extent of the results. Although many improvements are needed prior to an endorsement of
validity and reliability of the ISVPA, a need for an interdisciplinary school violence preventative
assessment is still evident. To increase the validity and reliability of the ISVPA, subsequent
analyses (e.g., exploratory factor analyses) and repeated field testing are needed. Despite the
significant challenges experienced with data collection, the small sample in the present pilot
study was similar to demographic trends in education and school counseling. The sample did
support a 75% confidence level that contributed to the results of the present pilot study. The
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moderate and strong correlations for the subscales, constructs, and items were promising;
however, results should be viewed as exploratory findings.
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Appendix A
Expert Panel Email
Date
Dear Expert Panelist,
I am contacting you to request your participation as an expert panelist in my doctoral research. According to the
National Association of School Psychologists (NASP, 2002, 2014), a threat assessment approach is a predictive and
preventative way to address school violence, with one component related to the establishment of district policies that
include an evaluation of a potential offender. I have synthesized research on school violence across four disciplines;
counseling, criminology, psychology, and sociology to create a proactive interdisciplinary assessment for school
violence. Although existing assessments target specific and individual components of school violence, currently an
interdisciplinary (i.e., counseling, psychology, criminology, and sociology) assessment for school violence is not
available (Borum et al., 1999; Mayer & Jimerson, 2019; Reddy et al., 2001). Therefore, I plan to validate an
interdisciplinary assessment for school violence that would assist school personnel in identifying school violence
risk factors that could proactively connect students to counseling services and needed support.
As an expert panelist, you would be asked to preform four tasks:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Indicate which of the four constructs provided fits an item
Indicate if an item is clear (i.e., easy to understand) and appropriate (i.e., suitable for the purpose of a risk
assessment)
Provide any items that you believe are missing and which of the four constructs fits the item you provided
Provide general feedback on the items

If you agree to participate, please indicate the criteria (e.g., by highlighting, bolding, underlining, etc.) that best
described you:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Discipline
a. Counseling
b. Criminology
c. Psychology
d. Sociology
Knowledge of the Four Constructs:
a. Internalizing problems
b. Extreme beliefs
c. Externalizing behaviors
d. Lack of attachment
e. N/A
Professional Specialty Area:
a. School violence
b. Internalizing problems
c. Extreme beliefs
d. Externalizing behaviors
e. Lack of attachment
Level of Education:
a. Master’s degree
b. Doctoral degree
Published Article(s) on one or more of the four Constructs
a. Yes
b. No
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Once your responses are received and have agreed to participate, I will reply with an attachment to the expert panel
survey document with the items you will be asked to perform the four tasks.
Your time and input are greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me via email at
lbclark1@uno.edu. Additionally, I have copied my Dissertation Chair, Dr. Roxane Dufrene, to this email if you have
any questions for her.
Sincerely,
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix B
Expert Panel Survey (67 Items)
As an expert panelist, you are asked to preform four tasks:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Indicate which of the four constructs provided fits an item
Indicate if an item is clear (i.e., easy to understand) and appropriate (i.e., suitable for the purpose of a risk
assessment)
Provide any items that you believe are missing and which of the four constructs fits the item you provided
Provide general feedback on the items

The definitions of the four research constructs are listed below:
Construct
Internalizing
Problems
Extreme Belief

Externalizing
Behaviors

Lack of
Attachment

Definition
is defined as “a core disturbance in intropunitive emotions and moods (e.g., sorrow, guilt, fear,
and worry)” (Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000, p 443).
is defined as the “profound convictions opposed to the fundamental values of society, the laws
of democracy and the universal human rights, advocating the supremacy of a certain group
(racial, religious, political, economic, social, etc.)” Trip et al., 2019, p. 1).
are defined as “the negative behaviors [that] tend to be expressed outwardly and are likely to
directly affect other people and society at large...behaviors that seemingly reflect less awareness
of or concern for the affective consequences of one's behavior for others" (Miller & Eisenberg,
1988, p. 325).
is defined as “the process of becoming alienated from others [parents, peers, and school]”
(Hirschi, 1969, p. 18).

Item

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

For each item, indicate which
of the constructs fits each item:
A. Internalizing Problems
B. Extreme Beliefs
C. Externalizing Behaviors
D. Lack of Attachment

Nervousness
Low self-esteem
Anxiety
Suicidal behavior (e.g., past attempts)
Paranoid thoughts
Sadness
Anger
Researching about violence
Parent(s) do not supervise activities
Direct suicidal ideation (e.g., plan, intent,
means)
Self-harm (e.g., cutting self)
Self-critical comments
Parent(s) not responding to communication
sent home from school
Specific details of intended violence
Victim of bullying
Identifies with past offenders (e.g.,
Columbine shooters)
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Is the item
clear?
Yes
No

Is the item
appropriate?
Yes
No

Item

For each item, indicate which
of the constructs fits each item:
A. Internalizing Problems
B. Extreme Beliefs
C. Externalizing Behaviors
D. Lack of Attachment

17. Suspicious of others
18. Parent(s) not receptive to communication
sent home from school
19. Threat(s) towards self (e.g., suicide ideation
or suicide attempt)
20. Threat(s) towards others (e.g., school
personnel, peers)
21. Threat(s) towards school (e.g., school
shooting)
22. Indirect threat(s) in writing (e.g., “If I had the
chance I would”)
23. Psychosomatic symptoms (e.g., headaches,
stomachaches)
24. Indirect threat(s) in drawings (e.g., drawing
of snakes, alligator)
25. Beliefs about being wronged
26. Parent(s) not involved in their academic
activities
27. Beliefs about being treated unfairly
28. Being fearful
29. Difficulty accepting responsibility for own
actions
30. Difficulty accepting being wrong in
situations
31. Difficulty accepting failure
32. Extreme beliefs (e.g., thinks hurting others or
school shootings are justified)
33. Indirect suicidal ideation (e.g., hopelessness,
self-destructive)
34. Obtaining a weapon(s)
35. Parent(s) not involved in academic
performance
36. Spends time alone
37. Decreased academic performance
38. Lacks remorse
39. Withdrawn
40. Loses temper easily
41. Low self-confidence
42. Nervous behaviors (e.g., hand wringing, leg
shaking)
43. Physical fights with peers
44. Impulsive (e.g., difficulty waiting turns,
acting without thinking of consequences)
45. No guilt for harming others
46. Disregard for rules
47. Unable to maintain long term relationships
48. Unhealthy peer relationships
49. Fixated or obsessed with intended target
50. Negative peer influences
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Is the item
clear?
Yes
No

Is the item
appropriate?
Yes
No

Item

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.

For each item, indicate which
of the constructs fits each item:
A. Internalizing Problems
B. Extreme Beliefs
C. Externalizing Behaviors
D. Lack of Attachment

Is the item
clear?
Yes
No

Is the item
appropriate?
Yes
No

Uninterested in school activities
Aggressive towards others
Difficulty dealing with losses
Anger outbursts
Negative attitude towards school
Behavioral problems in class
Leakage (e.g., harmful intent in writings,
drawings, social media posts, or
communication with peers)
Verbal fights with peers
Disrespectful towards school personnel
Uninvolved in school activities
Stealing
Dislike school personnel
Small-scale violent acts (e.g., assault,
bringing a gun to school)
Disrespectful towards their parents
Practicing plans to commit intended violence
Conflicts with parents
Substance use

Please provide any items you believe are missing and which of the four constructs the item should be listed:

Please provide any general feedback regarding the items:
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Appendix C
Educational Leadership Faculty Email and Focus Group Informed Consent
From: Lauren Clark
Sent: Sunday, May 16, 2021 4:05 PM
To: Brian Robert Beabout
Subject: Request to Distribute Focus Group Participation Email
Hi Dr. Beabout,
I hope you're doing well! A few semesters ago I was in your research seminar course. Since then, my
dissertation focus has remained on instrument development, but has evolved into creating an interdisciplinary school
violence prevention assessment for school personnel.
As a beginning phase of my research, I am recruiting principals and teachers for a focus group to assess one simple
task of reviewing the instrument items in Qualtrics to determine if each item is clear (i.e., easy to understand) by
indicating yes or no.
I'm hoping that you would distribute the request email to current graduate students in your Educational
Administration courses, preferably courses with students who are current school principals and teachers. The email
below includes an informed consent and a link to Qualtrics.
I do realize it is a busy time of the semester, so I really appreciate your time. If you have any questions, please let
me know.
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
Doctoral Candidate Counselor Education
University of New Orleans

_____________________________________________________________________________________

Focus Group Informed Consent
Dear Doctoral Student,
My name is Lauren Clark, a doctoral candidate under the direction of my dissertation chair, Dr. Roxane L. Dufrene
in the Counselor Education Program at the University of New Orleans. To fulfill my doctoral dissertation
requirements, I am developing a preventative assessment to assess students who have been impacted by the factors
provided in my research. I am contacting you to request your participation as a focus group participant for my
doctoral research. Your time and input are greatly appreciated.
If you are a sixth, seventh, or eighth grade principal or teacher; you are eligible to participate.
As a focus group participant, you will be asked to complete one task:
1.

Indicate if each item that is to be included on a school violence prevention assessment for school personnel
(e.g., school counselors, principals, and teachers) is clear (i.e., easy to understand) with a yes or no answer.

The anonymous research has been approved by the University of New Orleans IRB. Your participation is voluntary,
anonymous, and greatly appreciated. You are able to choose not to participate or withdraw at any time with no
penalty. Data collected may be published, but no confidential information about you will be collected or disclosed.
No student information will be requested. Completion of the research will be considered your consent to participate.
Your IP address will not be collected. However, as in most internet communication, a record of exchange may occur
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in a cache somewhere on the computer system or internet service provider’s log file. As a precaution, it is suggested
that you delete your temporary internet files.
If you agree to participate, please click here: http://neworleans.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_enurB88D3cPBN9X
If you have any questions, please contact me via email at lbclark1@uno.edu. If you have any questions about your
rights as a participant or if you feel that you have been placed at risk, you can contact me at lbclark1@uno.edu or
Dr. Ann O’Hanlon at the University of New Orleans at 504-280-3990.

Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
Doctoral Candidate Counselor Education
University of New Orleans
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Appendix D
Focus Group Survey (67 Items)
Item

Is this item clear?
Yes or No

1. Nervousness
2. Low self-esteem
3. Anxiety
4. Suicidal behavior (e.g., past attempts)
5. Paranoid thoughts
6. Sadness
7. Anger
8. Researching about violence
9. Parent(s) do not supervise activities
10. Direct suicidal ideation (e.g., plan, intent, means)
11. Self-harm (e.g., cutting self)
12. Self-critical comments
13. Parent(s) not responding to communication sent home from school
14. Specific details of intended violence
15. Victim of bullying
16. Identifies with past offenders (e.g., Columbine shooters)
17. Suspicious of others
18. Parent(s) not receptive to communication sent home from school
19. Threat(s) towards self (e.g., suicide ideation or suicide attempt)
20. Threat(s) towards others (e.g., school personnel, peers)
21. Threat(s) towards school (e.g., school shooting)
22. Indirect threat(s) in writing (e.g., “If I had the chance I would”)
23. Psychosomatic symptoms (e.g., headaches, stomachaches)
24. Indirect threat(s) in drawings (e.g., drawing of snakes, alligator)
25. Beliefs about being wronged
26. Parent(s) not involved in their academic activities
27. Beliefs about being treated unfairly
28. Being fearful
29. Difficulty accepting responsibility for own actions
30. Difficulty accepting being wrong in situations
31. Difficulty accepting failure
32. Extreme beliefs (e.g., thinks hurting others or school shootings are justified)
33. Indirect suicidal ideation (e.g., hopelessness, self-destructive)
34. Obtaining a weapon(s)
35. Parent(s) not involved in academic performance
36. Spends time alone
37. Decreased academic performance
38. Lacks remorse
39. Withdrawn
40. Loses temper easily
41. Low self-confidence
42. Nervous behaviors (e.g., hand wringing, leg shaking)
43. Physical fights with peers

209

Item

Is this item clear?
Yes or No

44. Impulsive (e.g., difficulty waiting turns, acting without thinking of
consequences)
45. No guilt for harming others
46. Disregard for rules
47. Unable to maintain long term relationships
48. Unhealthy peer relationships
49. Fixated or obsessed with intended target
50. Negative peer influences
51. Uninterested in school activities
52. Aggressive towards others
53. Difficulty dealing with losses
54. Anger outbursts
55. Negative attitude towards school
56. Behavioral problems in class
57. Leakage (e.g., harmful intent in writings, drawings, social media posts, or
communication with peers)
58. Verbal fights with peers
59. Disrespectful towards school personnel
60. Uninvolved in school activities
61. Stealing
62. Dislike towards school personnel
63. Small-scale violent acts (e.g., assault, bringing a gun to school)
64. Disrespectful towards their parents
65. Practicing plans to commit intended violence
66. Conflicts with parents
67. Substance use
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Appendix E
Peer Reviewer Email and Informed Consent
Lauren B Clark <lbclark2@uno.edu>
Mon, Aug 9, 2021 at 9:43 AM
Reply-To: Counseling Doctoral Students <COUNSDOC@listserv2.uno.edu>
To: COUNSDOC@listserv2.uno.edu
please do not reply directly to the listserv
Dear Doctoral Student,
My name is Lauren Clark, a doctoral candidate under the direction of my dissertation chair, Dr. Roxane L. Dufrene
in the Counselor Education Program at the University of New Orleans. To fulfill my doctoral dissertation
requirements, I am developing a preventative assessment to assess students who have been impacted by the factors
included in the Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA). I am contacting you to request
your participation as a peer reviewer for my doctoral research. Your time and input are greatly appreciated.
If you are a doctoral supervisor of a school counselor or a school counselor yourself; you are eligible to participate.
As a reviewer, you will be asked to complete two tasks:
1.

Complete the Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA) on one student who you
remember as being in the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade who has been impacted by the factors assessed in
the ISVPA.

2.

Provide any general feedback you may have about the ISVPA.

The anonymous research has been approved by the University of New Orleans IRB. Your participation is voluntary,
anonymous, and greatly appreciated. You are able to choose not to participate or withdraw at any time with no
penalty. Data collected may be published, but no confidential information about you will be collected or disclosed.
No student information will be requested. Completion of the research will be considered your consent to participate.
Your IP address will not be collected. However, as in most internet communication, a record of exchange may occur
in a cache somewhere on the computer system or internet service provider’s log file. As a precaution, it is suggested
that you delete your temporary internet files.
If you agree to participate, please click here: http://neworleans.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_cBWwgsVxTOsu3tA
If you have any questions, please contact me via email at lbclark1@uno.edu. If you have any questions about your
rights as a participant or if you feel that you have been placed at risk, you can contact me at lbclark1@uno.edu or
Dr. Ann O’Hanlon at the University of New Orleans at 504-280-3990.

Thank you in advance for your time.
Sincerely,
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
Doctoral Candidate
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Appendix F
Peer Reviewer Evaluation
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA)
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC

DISCLAIMER:
At this time, the current assessment is undergoing validity testing and is not a valid and reliable school violence assessment.
Only broad demographics from the questionnaire are used to protect any identifying information about a student. Results of
the assessment should not be used to evaluate a student for school purposes or added to a student’s file.

When completing the assessment, do so from an unbiased and objective perspective with a focus on facts and observable behaviors of
a student(s). Avoid relying on assumptions, stigmas, or biases regarding the student(s). The current assessment is not a predictor of
future violence by a student nor is it a method of assessing a student’s likelihood of harming others.
Item Rating Instructions: Using the Likert ratings with the Frequency and Severity Subscales, please rate each ISVRA item for a
student in the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade who you think has been impacted by the factors described for an item. Please do not
indicate the name of your chosen student.

Frequency Subscale: 0 = Never, 1 = Rarely, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Often
Severity Subscale: 0 = N/A, 1 = Low, 2 = Moderate, 3 = High
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Item

Peer Review Evaluation
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA)
In the last 30 days, how frequent has
the student expressed?
Never Rarely Sometimes Often
0
1
2
3

1. Low self-esteem
2. Anxiety
3. Suicidal behavior (e.g., past attempts)
4. Paranoid thoughts
5. Sadness
6. Anger
7. Parent(s) do not supervise activities
8. Direct suicidal ideation (e.g., plan, intent, means)
9. Identifies with past offenders (e.g., Columbine shooters)
10. Suspicious of others
11. Threat(s) towards others (e.g., school personnel, peers)
12. Threat(s) towards school (e.g., school shooting)
13. Indirect threat(s) in writing (e.g., “If I had the chance I would”)
14. Psychosomatic symptoms (e.g., headaches, stomachaches)
15. Being fearful
16. Extreme beliefs (e.g., thinks hurting others or school shootings are
justified)
17. Indirect suicidal ideation (e.g., hopelessness, self-destructive)
18. Obtaining a weapon(s)
19. Decreased academic performance
Item

In the last 30 days, how frequent has
the student demonstrated?
Never Rarely Sometimes Often
0
1
2
3

20. Withdrawn
21. Loses temper easily
22. Low self-confidence
23. Nervous behaviors (e.g., hand wringing, leg shaking)
24. Physical fights with peers
Page 1 Likert Rating Totals =
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In the last 30 days, how severe
were the expressions?
N/A
Low Moderate High
0
1
2
3

In the last 30 days, how severe
were the demonstrations?
N/A
Low Moderate High
0
1
2
3

Item

In the last 30 days, how frequent has the
student demonstrated?
Never Rarely Sometimes Often
0
1
2
3

In the last 30 days, how severe were the
demonstrations?
N/A
Low Moderate High
0
1
2
3

25. Impulsive (e.g., difficulty waiting turns, acting without thinking of
consequences)
26. Unable to maintain long term relationships
27. Aggressive towards others
28. Difficulty dealing with losses
29. Anger outbursts
30. Behavioral problems in class
31. Leakage (e.g., harmful intent in writings, drawings, social media
posts, or communication with peers)
32. Verbal fights with peers
33. Disrespectful towards school personnel
34. Uninvolved in school activities
35. Stealing
36. Dislikes school personnel
37. Small-scale violent acts (e.g., assault, bringing a gun to school)
38. Practicing plans to commit intended violence
(current page) Page 2 Likert Rating Totals =
(from previous page) Page 1 Likert Totals =
Total Likert Ratings (pages 1 and 2) =
Frequency Subscale Total =

Provide any general feedback you may have about the ISVPA.

214

Severity Subscale Total =

Appendix G
School Personnel Demographic Questionnaire
School Personnel Demographics
1. Age: _______
2. Gender:
a. Male
b. Female
c. Non-Binary
d. Transgender
e. Other:_____________________________
3. Ethnicity:
a. White
b. Black/African American
c. American Indian/Alaskan Native
d. Latino/Hispanic
e. Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
f. Other
4. School Personnel Professional Role:
a. Teacher
b. Principal
c. School Counselor
5. Grade Level
a. Sixth Grade
b. Seventh Grade
c. Eighth Grade
d. More than One Middle School Grade
Chosen Anonymous Student Demographics
1. Age: ________
2. Gender:
a. Male
b. Female
c. Non-Binary
d. Transgender
e. Other:_____________________________
3. Ethnicity:
a. White
b. Black/African American
c. American Indian/Alaskan Native
d. Latino/Hispanic
e. Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
f. Other
4. Grade Level:
a. Sixth Grade
b. Seventh Grade
c. Eighth Grade
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Appendix H
School Personnel Association Email and Informed Consent
Hello,
I hope you are doing well. I am a current doctoral candidate in the Counselor Education and Supervision Program at
the University of New Orleans. I am emailing to request that the below participant invitation in my doctoral research
be distributed to your member listserv.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me via email.
Thank you in advance for your time,
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
Doctoral Candidate
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

School Personnel Informed Consent
Hello School Personnel,
My name is Lauren Clark, a doctoral candidate under the direction of my dissertation chair, Dr. Roxane L. Dufrene
in the Counselor Education Program at the University of New Orleans. To fulfill my doctoral dissertation
requirements, I am developing a preventative assessment for school violence. I am asking you to complete the
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA) on one student who you remember as being in
the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade who has been impacted by the factors included on the ISVPA and complete a
demographic questionnaire.
If you are a sixth, seventh, or eighth grade teacher or principal; you are eligible to participate.
The anonymous research will take 15-20 minutes to complete and has been approved by the University of New
Orleans IRB. Your participation is voluntary, anonymous, and greatly appreciated. You are able to choose not to
participate or withdraw at any time with no penalty. Data collected may be published, but a participant’s confidential
information (e.g., your name) will not be collected. Demographics included on the questionnaire about yourself
(e.g., age) and your chosen student (e.g., age) will only be reported in aggregate form. Completion of the research
will be considered your consent to participate. Your IP address will not be collected. However, as in most internet
communication, a record of exchange may occur in a cache somewhere on the computer system or internet service
provider’s log file. As a precaution, it is suggested that you delete your temporary internet files.
If you agree to participate, please click here: http://neworleans.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_bvzLmB0gZ89lTxk
If you have any questions, please contact me via email at lbclark1@uno.edu. If you have any questions about your
rights as a participant or if you feel that you have been placed at risk, you can contact me at lbclark1@uno.edu or
Dr. Ann O’Hanlon at the University of New Orleans at 504-280-3990.
Thank you in advance for your time,
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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Hello School Counselors,
My name is Lauren Clark, a doctoral candidate under the direction of my dissertation chair, Dr. Roxane L. Dufrene
in the Counselor Education Program at the University of New Orleans. To fulfill my doctoral dissertation
requirements, I am developing a preventative assessment for school violence. I am asking you to complete the
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA) on one student who you remember as being in
the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade who has been impacted by the factors included on the ISVPA and complete a
demographic questionnaire.
If you are a sixth, seventh, or eighth grade school counselor; you are eligible to participate.
The anonymous research will take 15-20 minutes to complete and has been approved by the University of New
Orleans IRB. Your participation is voluntary, anonymous, and greatly appreciated. You are able to choose not to
participate or withdraw at anytime with no penalty. Data collected may be published, but a participant’s confidential
information (e.g., your name) will not be disclosed. Completion of the research will be considered your consent to
participate. Your IP address will not be collected. However, as in most internet communication, a record of
exchange may occur in a cache somewhere on the computer system or internet service provider’s log file. As a
precaution, it is suggested that you delete your temporary internet files.
If you agree to participate, please click here: http://neworleans.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_bvzLmB0gZ89lTxk
If you have any questions, please contact me via email at lbclark1@uno.edu. If you have any questions about your
rights as a participant or if you feel that you have been placed at risk, you can contact me at lbclark1@uno.edu or
Dr. Ann O’Hanlon at the University of New Orleans at 504-280-3990.
Thank you in advance for your time,
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
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Appendix I
School Personnel
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA)
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC

DISCLAIMER:
At this time, the current assessment is undergoing validity testing and is not a valid and reliable school violence assessment.
Only broad demographics from the questionnaire are used to protect any identifying information about a student. Results of
the assessment should not be used to evaluate a student for school purposes or added to a student’s file.

When completing the assessment, do so from an unbiased and objective perspective with a focus on facts and observable behaviors of
a student(s). Avoid relying on assumptions, stigmas, or biases regarding the student(s). The current assessment is not a predictor of
future violence by a student nor is it a method of assessing a student’s likelihood of harming others.
Item Rating Instructions: Using the Likert ratings with the Frequency and Severity Subscales, please rate each ISVRA item for a
student in the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade who you think has been impacted by the factors described for an item. Please do not
indicate the name of your chosen student.

Frequency Subscale: 0 = Never, 1 = Rarely, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Often
Severity Subscale: 0 = N/A, 1 = Low, 2 = Moderate, 3 = High
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Item

Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA)
In the last 30 days, how frequent has
the student expressed?
Never Rarely Sometimes Often
0
1
2
3

1. Low self-esteem
2. Anxiety
3. Suicidal behavior (e.g., past attempts)
4. Paranoid thoughts
5. Sadness
6. Anger
7. Parent(s) do not supervise activities
8. Direct suicidal ideation (e.g., plan, intent, means)
9. Identifies with past offenders (e.g., Columbine shooters)
10. Suspicious of others
11. Threat(s) towards others (e.g., school personnel, peers)
12. Threat(s) towards school (e.g., school shooting)
13. Indirect threat(s) in writing (e.g., “If I had the chance I would”)
14. Psychosomatic symptoms (e.g., headaches, stomachaches)
15. Being fearful
16. Extreme beliefs (e.g., thinks hurting others or school shootings are
justified)
17. Indirect suicidal ideation (e.g., hopelessness, self-destructive)
18. Obtaining a weapon(s)
19. Decreased academic performance
Item

In the last 30 days, how frequent has
the student demonstrated?
Never Rarely Sometimes Often
0
1
2
3

20. Withdrawn
21. Loses temper easily
22. Low self-confidence
23. Nervous behaviors (e.g., hand wringing, leg shaking)
24. Physical fights with peers
Page 1 Likert Rating Totals =
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In the last 30 days, how severe
were the expressions?
N/A
Low Moderate High
0
1
2
3

In the last 30 days, how severe
were the demonstrations?
N/A
Low Moderate High
0
1
2
3

Item

In the last 30 days, how frequent has the
student demonstrated?
Never Rarely Sometimes Often
0
1
2
3

In the last 30 days, how severe were the
demonstrations?
N/A
Low Moderate High
0
1
2
3

25. Impulsive (e.g., difficulty waiting turns, acting without thinking of
consequences)
26. Unable to maintain long term relationships
27. Aggressive towards others
28. Difficulty dealing with losses
29. Anger outbursts
30. Behavioral problems in class
31. Leakage (e.g., harmful intent in writings, drawings, social media
posts, or communication with peers)
32. Verbal fights with peers
33. Disrespectful towards school personnel (e.g., offensive language
or ignoring direct request)
34. Uninvolved in school activities
35. Stealing
36. Dislikes school personnel
37. Small-scale violent acts (e.g., assault, bringing a gun to school)
38. Practicing plans to commit intended violence
(current page) Page 2 Likert Rating Totals =
(from previous page) Page 1 Likert Totals =
Total Likert Ratings (pages 1 and 2) =
Frequency Subscale Total =

Describe any additional information you would like to provide on the student.
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Severity Subscale Total =

Appendix J
School Personnel Social Media Posting Made on Behalf of Present Researcher
Geaux Teach English Alumni (LSU teacher education Group)
"Hi, Fellow Geaux Teach Alumni. I'm co-chairing a dissertation for one of my Counselor
Education doctoral students, and she's trying to reach middle school teachers, administrators, and
school counselors. See below for more info about her study and how you can participate:"
[school personnel informed consent text followed]

__________________________________________________________________________________________

School Counselor Educator’s Discussion Group
“Hi everyone. I’m posting on behalf of a doc student who’s having difficulty getting participants
for her dissertation. She’s trying to reach current school counselors, teachers, and school
administrators at the middle school level. Any assistance in disseminating is greatly
appreciated!”
[school personnel informed consent text followed]

_____________________________________________________________________________________________

NJ School and SAC Counselors Online Collaborative
“Attention Middle School Counselors, this person is looking for assistance for her dissertation.”
[school personnel informed consent text followed]
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Appendix K
School Personnel Social Media Posting
Research Request for Middle School Personnel -Validation of a School Violence Prevention Assessment
I am a current doctoral candidate in the Counselor Education and Supervision Program at the University of New
Orleans. I’m hoping that you would be willing to participate in my dissertation research [IRB # 01May21].
My hopes are to address the current school violence crisis & to help connect students at risk to effective counseling
services through the development of a school violence prevention assessment.
I've been having a difficult time recruiting participants, which could be attributed to Hurricane Ida and the ongoing
COVID-19 pandemic. I would be incredibly grateful and appreciative for any help that you can provide!
Participation only takes 15-20 minutes! Here’s the link to the informed consent & instrument:
https://neworleans.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6M7s5UxKXci53V4?fbclid=IwAR3fz6oh5Fs5ZcRSag_Ix0ui73
Ml_GhkolrOHmJ-OEg4xVVgfodx1kBr87s
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Hello School Personnel,
My name is Lauren Clark, a doctoral candidate under the direction of my dissertation chair, Dr. Roxane L. Dufrene
in the Counselor Education Program at the University of New Orleans. To fulfill my doctoral dissertation
requirements, I am developing a preventative assessment for school violence. I am asking you to complete the
Interdisciplinary School Violence Prevention Assessment (ISVPA) on one student who you remember as being in
the sixth, seventh, or eighth grade who has been impacted by the factors included on the ISVPA and complete a
demographic questionnaire.
If you are a sixth, seventh, or eighth grade school counselor, teacher, or principal; you are eligible to participate.
The anonymous research will take 15-20 minutes to complete and has been approved by the University of New
Orleans IRB. Your participation is voluntary, anonymous, and greatly appreciated. You are able to choose not to
participate or withdraw at anytime with no penalty. Data collected may be published, but a participant’s confidential
information (e.g., your name) will not be disclosed. Completion of the research will be considered your consent to
participate. Your IP address will not be collected. However, as in most internet communication, a record of
exchange may occur in a cache somewhere on the computer system or internet service provider’s log file. As a
precaution, it is suggested that you delete your temporary internet files. If you agree to participate, please continue.
If you have any questions, please contact me via email at lbclark1@uno.edu. If you have any questions about your
rights as a participant or if you feel that you have been placed at risk, you can contact me at lbclark1@uno.edu or
Dr. Ann O’Hanlon at the University of New Orleans at 504-280-3990.
Thank you in advance for your time,
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
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Appendix L
Graduate Level Education Programs Email
Good morning,
I hope you're doing well! I am a current doctoral candidate in the Counselor Education and Supervision Program at
the University of New Orleans. I'm hoping that you would be willing to distribute the below participant invitation in
my doctoral research to your program's graduate level education students, predominately existing middle level
teachers and principals.
My hopes are to address the current school violence crisis through my research and help connect students at risk to
effective counseling services.
I've been having a difficult time recruiting participants, which could be attributed to Hurricane Ida and the ongoing
COVID-19 pandemic. I would be incredibly grateful and appreciative for any help that you can
provide! Participation only takes 15-20 minutes!

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me via email.
Thank you in advance for your time,
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
Doctoral Candidate
______________________________________________________________________________________

Graduate Level Counseling Programs Email
Good morning,

I hope you're doing well! I am a current doctoral candidate in the Counselor Education and Supervision Program at
the University of New Orleans. I'm hoping that you would be willing to distribute the below participant invitation in
my doctoral research to your program's graduate level counseling students and alumni, specifically existing middle
school counselors.
My hopes are to address the current school violence crisis through my research and help connect students at risk to
effective counseling services.
I've been having a difficult time recruiting participants, which could be attributed to Hurricane Ida and the ongoing
COVID-19 pandemic. I would be incredibly grateful and appreciative for any help that you can
provide! Participation only takes 15-20 minutes!

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me via email.
Thank you in advance for your time,
Lauren Clark, MS, LPC, NCC
Doctoral Candidate
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Vita
Lauren B. Clark was born in New Jersey and graduated with a Bachelor of Arts degree in
Psychology and an Applied Psychology Minor in 2013 from Pace University in New York, N.Y.
She continued her education and graduated with a Master of Science degree in Mental Health
Counseling in 2016 from Monmouth University in West Long Branch, N.J. Finally, she moved
to New Orleans, L.A. to pursue a doctoral degree from the University of New Orleans and
pursued licensure in the state of Louisiana. Lauren is a Licensed Professional Counselor (LPC)
and a National Certified Counselor (NCC), who has experience working with children,
adolescent, and adult clients who present with a wide range of diagnoses. Her career goals
include pursuing a tenure-track position in academia and to continue her research interests in
school violence.
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